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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Joun Surru, the ged General in Bankruptcy, has 
been appointed Inspector General in Companies Liquidation, 
and Mr. Cuartes Jonn Srewart has been appointed Official 
Receiver attached to the High Court for all the purposes of the 
Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890. Mr. Haroxp pe Vavx 
BroveHam has been appointed an Official Receiver of the Bank- 
ruptcy District of the High Court in the place of Mr. Srewanr. 





THE RULES under the Companies (Wieding ee) Act, 1890, 
speak twice (rules 39 and 40) of orders “sealed with the seal of 
the court.” As a matter of fact, there is no “‘seal of the court” 
in the Chancery Division. Each of the registrars has a separate 
stamp, and the entering clerk has another stamp. These two 
stamps combined authenticate an order, but, query, will they be 
‘‘ the seal of the court ” within the provisions of the rules? Or 
will the Lord Chancellor, as President of the Division, have to 
be in constant attendance to affix the Great Seal to the little 
orders under the new Act ? 


ee 


WE DREW attention last week to the mass of witness actions 
standing for trial in the Chancery Division, and to the im- 
probability of their number being much diminished during the 
approaching sittings. Out of the total of 448 witness actions at 
the commencement of the Michaelmas Sittings, only 74 were 
disposed of, and to the 374 left over a large number have been 
subsequently added. We gave the approximate eeprogate 
number last week at 513, and it appears from the printed cause 
lists of the Chancery Division that the exact number is 515. It 
must be obvious that by no possibility can the present staff of 
judges overtake the work comprised in this class of cases, the 
majority of which are practically arrears. A more efficient or 
industrious bench pee not be Rory but the other 
of their work, to which three days in each week must necessarily 
be devoted, are so heavy as to render it impossible to give more 
time to witness actions, and indeed it often becomes necessary to 
encroach on the limited time available for them. Unless, there- 
fore, some further judicial power is provided for their disposal, 
the witness actions must remain—as they have now been for 
several years—a scandal in the administration of justice. Suitors 
will grow weary of constant and lengthened delay, and witness 
actions in the Chancery Division may hereafter become as extinct 
as is mercantile business from the City of London. 





THERE 18 a rumour that a Bill will be moony into Par- 
liament in the coming session to amend the lunacy law by 
conferring the power of making orders upon the 
the present rules, though all matters have to pass 

masters’ office, yet the orders are, in fact, made by 
lunacy, and are the orders of the judge in the 

for instance, the chief clerk’s certificate is really the certificate 
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. we learn from a note in Chitty’s Statutes to section 60 of the 








of the judge. Ifthe Masters in Lunacy have the sole power of | 
making orders we need hardly say that applications in lunacy 
will bevery much diminished in so far as the legal profession | 


is ‘interested in them. The — heard. in- court must 
necessarily become very few. is a marked. disposition in | 


present legislation to exclude the | profession as much as | 
from the lunacy court. b apt mean rule. 61. of the | 

im ‘Lunacy of last year provides that ‘“ the masters shall, 
so far as possible, prepare their certificates without attendance | 
of solicitors or parties.” It is understood that Lord Justice 
Corron was averse to the power of making orders being con- 
fided to the Masters in Lunacy ; now he has retired the obstacle 
which formerly existed has been removed, and there is therefore 
an increased probability that the change will be made. Whether 
the proposed change will work well in tice may be doubted, 
but, at all events, its success will depend greatly upon the 
character and efficiency of the masters for the time being, and 
of the staff of officers assisting them. 





As micnt have been expected in such an inclement season as 
the present, the various statutory enactments in relation to the 
removal of snow have given rise to no little controversy. The 
ice aud snow enactments vary according as the locality with 
which they deal is situate (1) in the metropolis, (2) in an urban 
sanitary district, (3) in a town subject to the Town Police 
@lauses Act, or (4) elsewhere. -As to the metropolis, the 117th 
section of the Metropolis Management Act, 1855, enacts that 
% re and district board shall cause any footway within 
their district to be scraped, swept, or cleansed im such manner and 
at such timesas they think fit ; but this enactment shall not relieve 
any occupier of any house or building, or any company whatso- 
ever, from any liability to scrape, sweep, or cleanse any part of 
such footway,” the reference being to section 60 of the Metro- 
politan Police Act, 1839, whereby a maximum penalty of 40s, 
is imposed on every occupier of a house in the Metropolitan 
Police District ““who shall not keep sufficiently swept and 
cleansed all footways adjoining to the premises belonging to 
him.” In Marylebone and other parishes, moreover, the local 
Act, 57 Geo. 3,'c. xxix., s. 3, provides with greater detail that 
‘every occupier of a house during the continuance of a frost, or 
after or during a fall of snow, shall once in every day, before 
10 a.m., Sunday, sweep and cleanse the footway all along 
the front of their respective houses,”’ and in November, 1879 (as 


Metropolitan Police Act), the Marylebone Vestry gave public 
notice of their intention to enforce these provisions. The 
Metropolitan Police Act also, by section 54, sub-section 17, im- 
poses a of not more than 40s. on every person ‘“‘ who 
shall e or use any slide upon ice or snow in any street or 
other thoroughfare to the common danger of the passengers.” 
As to urban sanitary districts, the Public Health Act, 1875, by 
section 44, merely gives the urban sanitary authorities power 
to make laws for the prevention of nuisances arising from 
snow, while, with respect to such districts as may be subject to 
the Town Police Clauses Act, 1847, section 28 of that Act, 
besides imposing a penalty of not more than 40s. on every person 
who ‘makes or uses any slide on ice or snow in any street, 
imposes a like penalty on any person who throws anything from 
the roof of a house, ‘‘ except snow thrown so as not to fall on 
any passenger.” Finally, the Highways Act, 1835, in regard 
to the country generally, provides that, ‘‘if any impediment or 
obstruction shall arise in any highway from accumulation of 
snow, the surveyor is required from time to time, and within 
twenty-four hours after notice thereof from any justice of the 

of the county in which the parish” for which the surveyor 
acts “‘ may be situate, to cause the same to be removed.” 


Tux uevrators of companies in process of being wound 
up at the beginning and end of last year, whether coim- 
or under supervision, or voluntarily, are likel 

@ lively time of it during the present month. We 
that few of them would imagine that section 15 of 
(Winding-Up) Act, 1890, providing for “a 
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scribed, particulars”. to. be furnished,,“‘ at. such,, interyals, as 
may. be prescribed,” would be, extended by the “silent and 
secret.process’”’.of rule-making so .as.to require ‘‘a detailed 
statement. of all the liquidator’s receipts.and payments on behalf 
of the company”? to. be furnished within thine ys from. the Ist 
of January last.. But. this is the effect of rule 127 (2) of the 
General Rules under the Act, which provides that: ‘‘ Where the 


| winding up of a company. has. been,commenced on or before the 


Ist day of January, 1890, and has not been concluded before the 
ist day of January, 1891, the first statement which the liquida- 
tor shall send to the Registrar of ‘Joint-Stock Companies with 
respect to the proceedings’ and position of the liquidation shall 
be sent in duplicate within thirty days from the Ist of January, 
1891, or within such extended period ‘as the Board of Trade or 
the court may in any particular case for —— reasons sanction ” ; 
while the order which ‘we publish where prescribes the 
form of the detailed statements to be presented in duplicate, in 
which even “ petty “expenses” are to be entered in sufficient 
detail to shew that no estimated. charges have been made. It is 
significant that this order is only dated on the 31st-of December, 
and that it did not appear in the Zondon Gazette until the 2nd of 
January; so that two or three days of the scanty time allowed 
were cut off; for, of course, no liquidator could begin to frame 
his account until he knew the form to be adopted. To prescribe 
thirty days as the period for furnishing in duplniti an account 
of transactions which may extend over several years, seems to 
shew the same want of common sense which has too often 
characterized the acts of the Bankruptcy Department. Nothing 
seems to teach them that consideration is due to the reasonable 
convenience of business men; even the storm of derision and 
indignation which some of the provisions of their “ skilfully 
piloted” Bill of last session occasioned seems to have been 
thrown away upon them. We think, however, that they are 
likely to hear a good deal from the unfortunate liquidators. 
Take the case of the voluntary liquidator of a colliery or other 
trading company who has for several years carried on the busi- 
ness of the company with a view to ultimate realization. He 
has now practically three weeks given him to furnish in duplicate 
(1) a general detailed statement of account, (2) a ‘trading 
account,” and (3) if dividends have been paid to creditors or a 
return of surplus assets made to contributories, “ separate 
accounts in duplicate shewing the amount of the claim and the 
amount of dividend payable to each creditor or contributory, 
distinguishing in such list the dividends paid and those remain- 
ing unclaimed.” The material for these accounts (extending over 
several years) will have to be derived from a large number of 
books, and will need careful arrangement and recasting to 
comply with the forms prescribed. The inevitable result of this 
unpractical stipulation of thirty days must be that an ex- 
tended period will have to be granted in most cases. How can 
the Board of Trade, with any reason, enforce penalties against a 
liquidator who fails to send in his account within the thirty 
days, when they themselves are in default in not publishing 
their rules as to the form of account before the Ist of January ? 
The order as to fees and percentages is not even yet published, 
so that we presume no liquidator can tell how he is to be repaid 
the out-of-pocket expenses, and remunerated for the loss of time, 
involved in the preparation of the accounts, or, indeed, whether 
he is to be remunerated at all. 





Tux Zimes, in recording the death of Mr. Giassz, Q.C., devotes 
only twenty lines to noticing the principal events in the career 
of a man who, in his day, was one of the ablest and best known 
peesyanere in Lincoln’s-inn—a man who, for many years, 

eld his own against Sir Huxny Corron, and probably in 
his prime had one of the largest leading businesses in the Court 
of Chancery, But men are soon forgotten, especially when, like 
Mr. Gassz, they not only retire from active practice, but 
completely efface themselves from the scene in which for so 
many years they have been prominent figures, ‘Twenty years 
ago he was familiarly and affectionately known to everyone 
as ‘old Grasse”; and the prospect of witnessing a bout 
between him and his Vice-Chancellor was an event to 
which many a country solicitor, on his visits to town, looked 





preeeri form and wutaining the pre- 


forward with delight. These “scenes” were usually amicable, 


Redan cee 






m 









Vier Str et hee ff 


Ww 


5: w@& 


~ 














Jait. ‘16,1853. 











put‘ towards the énd of the legal year, when both the judge and | Trade that these a series of ‘annual accounts which, 
his.leading counsel were probably somewhat worried ‘with’ work; | in deeds of arrangement, are, of course, 
they ,were apt +0 become severe. Somé 4 onets may |impossible. And as to the reasons mentiotied above, while they 
remember an interchange of ‘courtesiés; é : on | would ‘have ‘been :very: ‘suitable. for’ the consi ion-of: the 


, near the Vacation 
in 1878, which occasioned a good deal ‘of scandal; ‘and; if’ we 
remember rightly, was paraphrased’ bya comic \ paper’ as 
follows :— : 

“Said Marys’ to“ Grasse, 

I think you an ass. i 

Said. Guassg, unto Manays, . 

I pity your. failin’s.”’ 
There were no doubt faults on, both, sides,in these, encounters, 
and perhaps it must be admitted that Mr: Gi4ssz must have had 
great tact to get on as well as he did. with the Vice-Chancellor. 
When Mr. Justice Fry took over the Vice-Chancellor’s business, 
and his front row, it was a marvel how an old man, with many 
mannerisms, could so completely adapt himself to the court. of 
a judge who was perhaps the very opposite in;every way of the 
Vice- ellor; and Mr. .GLAssE Tiaplayed quite. as much 
of the same quality in his conduct of, cases. before such 
different judges as Sir Gxorcz Jxsszen. and. Mr. Justice 
Fry. But it was not only in tact that, he. excelled... His 
behaviour to his juniors, and to the junior bar generally, 
was of a kind which might be studied with advantage by some 
much less shining lights of the front row at the present. time. 
Mr. Guasse might occasionally be ‘‘down on.” his junior, but he 
was ‘‘down on” him ina way that left no sting behind, and 
woe to the man, were he judge or advocate, who dared to attack 
Mr. Gxassz’s junior, however insignificant or incompetent he 
might be. Mr. Grasse, in truth, was not.a mere lawyer, but a 
man of the world, yet comparatively unspoiled. by the ways of 
that wicked sphere. He was straightforward and outspoken, 
and his sense of humour was as keen as his legal capacity. He 
was a safe man for a good case, and he always made the best 
of a bad one. To those who knew him well his. memory will 
always be a pleasant one. 


A question oF considerable importance has been raised with 
regard to the application of section 25 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1890, to deeds of arrangement executed prior to the Ist day of 
January. By that section it is provided that every trustee 
‘“‘under any deed of arrangement, as defined by section 4 of the 
Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1887, shall, within thirty days of 
the first day of January in each year, transmit to the Board of 
Trade, or as they direct, an aecount of his receipts and Barmeeis 
as such trustee in the prescribed form and verified in the pre- 
scribed manner.” ‘The terms of the enactment are general, and 
there is no express restriction to deeds of arrangement executed 
after the Bankruptcy Act came into operation. In this respect 
the reference to section 4 of the Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1890, 
does not seem to afford any clear assistance, Sub-section (1) 
makes that Act apply only to deeds made after its commence- 
ment, but the actual definition of deeds of arrangement, given 
in sub-section (2), has nothing to do with dates. The Board of 
Trade consequently, relying apparently on the absence of any 
restrictive words in section 25 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, have 
assumed that its provisions are general, and have issued a cir- 
cular pointing out that the liability to render annual accounts is 
imposed upon trustees under all deeds of arrangement, what- 
ever be the date of the deed under which they have consented to 
act. The enactment, no doubt, is capable of such a construction, 
but there are very serious practical objections to allowing this 
extended operation to section 25, and these have been 


rtinent to the question of its interpretation. , 
wever, state their readiness to contest the point in the interes 
of the trustees, and the issue of the matter will be watched with 
interest. ‘ 





A ond tg inateen te = conduct divine wie on the 

und of the e388 0 congregation forgets 
that his office is tide Minit @-rnendy- eperttiel? oe: Ya repeed 
to marriage he occupies thé position of a civil servant, and a 
dereliction of duty on his part may have serious civil eonse- 
quences. Some such omission seems to have occurred re- 
cently at a London church, and’ the ’s churchwarden 
has raised a question as to the banns ‘which were due for 
‘ue third time of_ publication. The answer, of course, is 
that the ies must wait ns 2 mage 4 pear the clergy- 
man is to perform his duty. marry wi 
Ost Gus ‘pubtioation. ut: the: ‘bapns, e marriage will be void. 
Formerly this was not so. The ancient canon law required 
banns as a matter of regularity, but their omission did not 
affect the validity of a marriage. The mere celebration of the 
rite by a priest in orders was enough (Hammick on the 
Marriage Law, p. 64). But this was changed by Lord Harp- 
wickr’s Act of 1763, and more recently, by section 22 of the 
Marriage Act of 1823 (4 Geo. 4, c. 76), it has been provi 
that if any persons shall knowingly and wilfully i 
without due publication of banns, the marriages 
persons shall be null and void to all intents and purposes 
whatsoever. For this section to operate it is necessary 
both parties should have “ knowingly and wilfully” 
curred in the want of due publication (Gompertz v. Kensit, 
13 Eq. 369), but such i i 
case where the third publication has been omitted alto- 

ther. The security of the parties lies, indeed, in the 
fact, that, although by section 2 of the Act of 1823, the 
banns must be published on ‘three Sundays preceding the 
solemnization of marriage,” it is not necessary that these should 
be successive Sundays. It seems, therefore, that a postpone- 
ment of the < is the we it See a 
happen from the clergyman’s ect. It may i 
the Mastioge Law Commissioners commented strongly in their 
report of 1868 on the unsuitableness of banns to the 
state of society. ‘‘In populous places,” they said, “it seems 
universally that no real publicity is attained by banns, 
which afford no safeguard against improvidenee, illegality, or 
fraud, and are frequently, from their great number, an in- 
convenient and unseemly ee an divine service.” 
Accordingly they recommended an ion of the law as to 
publications of banns, substituting for this a simple notice to the 
minister, and they also made the more sweeping suggestion that 
no marriage, otherwise lawful, which had been duly selemnized 
in the presence od a oan ae religion or civil officer, should 
be annulled on the un t any ponlcionss i reyuirements 
had not been anniek But on neither of these matters has 
any legislation followed the report. 


‘ 


BE 





Tre RECENT DEctston of the Court of A in Gregan v. 
Smith (7 Times Law Rep. 182) appears to the doctrine 





emphasized in a letter addressed by Messrs. Rooxs & Co. to the 

Tnspector General in Bankruptcy. The chief of them are, that 

no provision is made to recompense the trustees for the labour | 
of making the returns ; that, where cases are closed, no provision | 
can be made for payment of the fees required by the of | 
Trade; that in many cases, owing to papers and accounts having | 
speness hands, and perhaps in some instances having been lost, | 
it will be impossible to make the returns required; and, lastly, 


that the duty of making the returns is one which the trustees | 
did not anticipate on acceptance of office. It is hardly per- 
wissible to interpret the section by the rules made under it and 
by the forms which they prescribe ; otherwise it would be an 
additional argument against the contention vf the Board of 


that an agent for sale has earned commission so soon as the 
purchaser whom he has introduced has entered into a binding 
contract with the vendor. The question me ee arises owing 
to the bargain going off through defect of on the part of the 
vendor, or some default on the part of either vendor or ; 
But nothing of this kind will interfere with the right of the agent to 
his commission. The case of the failure of the vendor to shew 
a good title occurred in Meher v. Drewett (48 L. J. Ex. 32), and 
there Bramwatt, L.J., said that the current of modern opinion 
was to the effect that those who bargain to receive commission 
for introduction have a right to their commission as soon as — 
have completed their — of the bargain, irre: 
what may take place subsequently between the parties. In 
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éase the purchase went off on account of the default of the 
vendor, and therefore he had the less reason for refusing to pay 
the agent’s commission. But the result seems to be the same 
where the purchaser is in fault, and in Green v. Lucas (33 L. T. 584) 
this was put upon the ground that, supposing there to be a 
binding contract, it was for the vendor to enforce it. In that 
case the agent was employed to procure a loan, and had obtained 
a company willing to make the advance to his principal, but an 
objection was taken to the title of the land offered as security. 
The validity of this, however, was deemed to be immaterial to 
the right of the agent to his commission. ‘I agree,” said 
Ketty, C.B., “‘ with the dilemma put by the Lord Chancellor. 
Tf the company are justified in their refusal to complete the 
loan, it is ie of the defendant’s default in proposing a 
security that failed ; and if they are not justified, the defendant 
has his remedy against them.” In the present case of Grogan v. 
Smith a different result was arrived at, upon the ground that a 
binding contract had never been concluded. One term for which 
the purchaser had stipulated had been left unsettled, and so the 
agent’s commission had not been earned. But, while the agent 
seems to be safe so soon as the contract is entered into, he may, 
in certain cases, earn his commission without the matter going 
so far: where, for example, he has procured a person ready to 
purchase, but the vendor, at the last moment, declines to con- 
clude the bargain. 


THE PRIORITY OF A STATUTORY CHARGE OVER 
A RESTRICTIVE COVENANT. 


Tue judgment of Mr. Justice Srirtive in Guardians of Tendring 
Union v. Dowton and Slimon (38 W. R. 653, 45 Ch. D. 583) 
seems to us to call for criticism. The facts of the case may be 
“shortly stated. The defendant Dowrox was owner in fee of a 
tri piece of land abutting upon Anglefield-road, in the 
parish of Great Clacton, Essex, subject to a covenant restricting 
him, his heirs and assigns, from building. The defendant 
Strwon was one of the persons entitled to the benefit of this 
covenant, and was appointed to represent all other persons 
similarly interested. By reason of the existence of the covenant 
the piece of land was of very little value. The plaintiffs, as the 
local sanitary authority, after proper notice under section 150 of 
the Public Health Act, 1875, to owners and occupiers of land, 
&e., adjoining Anglefield-road to pave, &c., and default in 
compliance therewith, executed certain works themselves, and a 
sum of £131 odd was apportioned as the amount to be paid by 
Dowron in respect of the piece of land mentioned. Dowroy did 
not dispute the apportionment, and an order was made by a 
court of summary jurisdiction that he should pay the £131 odd 
with interest at five per cent. and costs. A warrant of distress 
was issued against Dowton’s goods, but none could be found to 
satisfy the warrant. Section 257 of the Public Health Act, 
1875, enacts that, until recovery of the expenses and interest, 
“ the same shall be a charge on the premises in respect of which 
they were incurred.” In this action it was claimed—(1) that 
the £131 odd, and costs of the summary proceedings and 
interest, might be declared a charge upon the piece of land; 
(2) that, for the purpose of satisfying the charge, the land | 
might be sold free from the restrictive corenant, and out of the | 
proceeds of sale the sums claimed, with interest and costs of the | 
action, might be paid. Mr. Justice Srimtinc declared that the 
plaintiffs were entitled to their charge, and that, for the purpose 
of satisfying it, the premises might be ordered to be sold free 
from the restrictive covenant. 

Now, it is with reference to the order for sale free from the 
restrictive covenant that we think the case calls for remark. The 
learned judge really founded his decision on Corporation of 
Birmingham v. Baker (17 Oh. DV. 782, 30 W. R. Dig. 121). 
It may be well to see what that case was before noticing par- 
ticularly the learned — reason for regarding it as justifying 
his decision. The in Corporation of Birmingham v. Baker 
were these: The Corporation of Birmingham, as urban sanitary 
authority, hai, after notice to one Couiytt, the then lessee for a 
term of 999 y ~:rs of certain houses abutting on a certain street, 
executed certain works of paving, &., under the Public Health 


had been demanded from him of his apportioned part. This he 
failed to pay, and filed a petition for liquidation by arrangement. 
Long before the expenses had been incurred by the corporation, 
Cortetr had mortgaged the houses to the defendant Baker, 
reserving a nominal reversion ; and two days after the filing of 
the petition Baker entered into possession, and had since been 
in receipt of the rents ; and in the action it was sought to have 
a declaration that the amount payable by Oottert, with interest, 
was a charge on the premises, and an order that the charge 
might have priority over the mortgage of the defendant Baxen, 
and that, for enforcing the charge, the leasehold interest of the 
defendant Baxer and Cotzerr’s trustee might be sold. The 
late Master of the Rolls held that the sum claimed was a charge 
on the interest of the defendant Baker. His lordship said: 
“The works in question are an improvement to the property, 
not to the interest of any particular owner of the property, but 
of every owner of the house [sic]; and, consequently, there is 
no good reason in the world why there should not be a charge on 
the property, that is, on the respective interest of every owner 
of the property, according to the value of his ownership. . . . 
If there be a charge on the houses, it is a charge on the total 
ownership—if I may call it so, on the proprietorship ; not on any 
particular section or portion of the proprietorship, but on the 
whole.” We may add that it is stated in the case that the 
mortgagor’s trustee had assigned the nominal reversion to the 
defendant Baxer and disclaimed all interest in the property. 

Mr. Justice Srreuixe, in the present case, after referring to 
the language of the enactment making the charge, said: ‘‘ That 
means on the land itself, and it accordingly has been held by the 
late Master of the Rolls, in the case of Corporation of Birming- 
ham v. Baker, that a charge under section 257 extends to what 
he terms the whole proprietorship in the land, and operates not 
on any particular section or portion of the proprietorship, but 
on the whole; and in that particular case he held the charge 
thus created took precedence of a mortgage on the land in 
respect of which the charge was sought to be enforced. Now, 
it is contended that this charge does not take precedence of 
these restrictive covenants. I am unable to accede to that, as it 
seems to me to be contrary to the principle of the decision which 
was given in the Corporation of Birmingham v. Baker”; and in 
reference to counsel’s argument that the restrictive covenant was 
on the same footing as easements of right to light or of way, and 
that the land must be sold subject to these, the learned judge 
is reported to have said: “If you have ancient lights, 
no one can build upon that land so as to interfere with your 
lights. That is a totally different question, which will not be 
affected by the sale. But you are asking me to say that, 
although this property might be mortgaged for thousands of 
pounds, and this statutory charge would come in front of all 
such mortgages, yet because an agreement has been entered 
into that the property is to remain in a particular state, the 
statutory charge is not to come in front of that.” 

With all deference, we venture to think that the learned judge 
misapplied the case before the late Master of the Rolls. It is 
evident from what we have already stated that Sir G. Jessen 
based his decision against the mortgagee on the fact that the 
work in respect of which the charge was created by the Act was 
an improvement to the property, beneficial as well to the mort- 
gagee as to others interested in it. But in the present case the 
learned judge made no allusion to the ground on which the 
mortgagee was held by Sir G. Jesset to be postponed to the 
charge. Moreover, from what we have quoted above, it will be 
seen that Mr. Justice Srirtino treated the rights of the persons 
entitled to the benefit of the restrictive covenant as inferior to 
the rights of a mortgagee, and, therefore, considered that as the 
charge had been Yam by Sir G. Jesse. in front of a mortgage, 
d fortiori, it should be put before the restrictive céVenant. The 
fallacy of this reasoning seems to us to be apparent from this 
consideration. If land subject to a restrictive covenant is mort- 
gaged, with notice of the covenant to the mortgagee, the 
covenant has priority over the mortgage and binds the 
mortgagee. 

There is another ground on which we venture to think that 
the learned judge was wrong—namely, the distinction he took, as 





Act, and the expenses had been duly apportioned, and payment 


— shewn, between easements and restrictive covenants, as 
regards the power to order a sale free from them, Sir G. 





page enn EY 












s he 
ent, 
ion, 
CER, 
' of 
een 
ave 
st, 

rge 


the 


ut 





Jan. 10; 1891. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Pie i  a sted 





- 


Ga oS 








Jessen, sitting in the Court of Appeal, said, in the case of London 
and South-Western Railway Co. v..Gomm (30 W, R. 621, 20 
Ch. D. 562) in reference to Zulk v. Moxhay (2 Ph. 774): ‘‘The 
doctrine of that case, rightly considered, appears to me to be 
either an extension in equity of the doctrine of Spencer’s case (5 
Co. Rep. 16a) to another line of cases, or else an extension in 
equity of the doctrine of negative easements ; such, for instance, 
as a right to the access of light.” Sir G, JEssxx, therefore, 
appears here to put the right in respect of ancient lights and 
that in respect of a restrictive covenant against building on the 
same footing. It does not seem that in the present case what 
was said by Sir G. Jessex in London and South-Western Railway 
Co. v. Gomm was brought to the notice of Mr. Justice Srrriie. 

The result of our criticism is that we think that Mr. Justice 
Srrrtinc took an erroneous view of the effect of a restrictive 
covenant as compared with an easement proper, and also lost 
sight of the ground on which Sir G. JzssEL, in Corporation of 
Birmingham v. Baker, held the charge to have priority over the 
mortgage—namely, that the improvement was beneficial to the 
mortgagee. This cannot, we think, be said respecting the 
persons entitled to the benefit of the covenant. 

We think we have said enough to cast doubt, at least, on the 
soundness of Mr. Justice Srrriine’s decision; but it occurs to us 
to add a remark as to its effect. Assuming that no more of the 
piece of land is intended to be sold than is sufficient to satisfy 
the charge, yet it is not likely to be practicable to sell sufficient 
and no more ; the question arises, If there should be a surplus, 
what is to be done with it? If the owner of the land is to put 
it in his pocket, the result will be that he will be a gainer by a 
sale which his own default has brought about. It is unnecessary 
to consider his liability on the covenant. 





JUDGMENTs IN DEFAULT AGAINST SEVERAL 
DEFENDANTS. 


In a previous issue (ante, p. 81) we called attention to the dis- 
crepancy which existed between the practice of the Central 
Office and of an important district registry of the High Court in 
cases where two or more persons are sued for the same debt. 
Subsequently we published the remarks of a correspondent on 
the subject (ante, p. 116), pointing out that the discrepancy above 
referred to involves an important question of principle, and that, 
moreover, the practice of the Central Office is not in harmony 
with the law. As the matter is one of considerable importance, 
it may be as well to refer to it somewhat more fully than we 
have hitherto done. The following is the point of difference 
between the Central Office and the district registry in question :— 

A plaintiff sues four joint contractors on a liquidated claim. 
The writ is served upon two of them, who make default in ap- 
pearance. The other two are not served. The plaintiff applies 
to enter judgment against the two defendants in default. At 
the Central Office such judgment is given as a matter of course, 
without prejudice to the plaintiff's right to subsequently serve 
the other two defendants with the writ, and prosecute the 
action against them. At the district registry referred to, the 
judgment against the two defendants who have been served, and 
are in default, can only be entered on the plaintiff first abandon- 
ing the action against the two who have not been served. Our 
correspondent considers that the district registry practice is 
right, and that of the Central Office wrong. If his view is cor- 
rect the Central Office practice ought to be altered with as little 
delay as possible, seeing that some thousands of default judg- 
ments of this kind are probably entered every year. The reason 
ares by our correspondent for holding that the practice of the 
Jentral Office is wrong cannot be summed up better than in his 
own words. Speaking of an action against four persons jointly 
liable for the same debt, he says, ‘“‘ Judgment against one 
ponge unsatisfied) is a bar to proceedings against the rest. 

his principle was established in A’ing v. Hoare be M. & W. 
494), and has been unaffected by the , Bose cts, as was 





expressly decided in Avndall v, Hamilton (1879, 4 App. Cas. 
504), and is clearly enunciated in the head-note of Cambefort v. 
Chapman (1887, 19 Q. B. D. 229).” That the cases named aro 
the ruling cases on the point is undeniable, and if the Central 
Office practice is contrary to the principle established by those 
cases it is clearly wrong. 


There is, however, one distinguishing feature about all those 
cases which our not mention, They were all 
cases where one of two joint contractors had been sued and 
judgment obtained, and subsequently a second action was com- 
menced against the other joint contractor for the same debt. In 
King v. Hoare, the decision in which case was adopted by the 
House of Lords in Kendall v. Hamilton, Baron Parke summed 
up the principle laid down as follows:—‘‘If there be a breach 
of contract, or wrong done, or any other cause of action by one 
against another, and judgment be recovered in a court of record, 
the. jtdgment is a bar to the original cause of action, because it is 
thereby reduced to a certainty and the object of the suit attained so far 
as it can be at that stage ; and it would be useless and vexatious 
to subject the defendant to another suit for the p of obtain- 
ing the same result. This appears to be equally true where 
there is but one cause of action, whether it be against a single 
person or many.” The italics are our own, oa words so 
distinguished are significant when we come to compare the 
modern practice established in respect of default judgments in 
actions against several defendants with the ice of the court 
at the time the above judgment was delivered (1844). In those 
days, when final judgment (#.¢., judgment upon which execution 
could issue) was entered the object of the suit was attained, as 
there could be no other judgment in that action. This restric- 
tion no longer prevails. Under section 33 of the Common Law 
Procedure Ret a plaintiff was entitled in an action on a specially 
indorsed writ, where all defendants had been served, and some 
had appeared and others made default, to take judgment against 
those in default, and proceed with the action against those who 
had appeared. He could not, however, issue execution on such 
a judgment. By R. 8. C., ord. 13, r. 4, this right is preserved 
for a plaintiff suing several defendants for debt. Moreover, it 
is extended to all actions on a liquidated claim, and the bar 
against issuing immediate execution on a default judgment 
against some of several defendants is removed entirely, while 
the right to continue the action against those who have appeared 
is retained. : 

It cannot be supposed that in making the above rule in 1875, 
and extending its scope in 1883, the Rule Committee omitted to 
bear in mind the judgment in Aing v. Hoare, which was 
delivered in 1844 and was approved by the House of Lords in 
1879, and which dealt with this very point of the right to Bro- 
ceed against joint contractors. It must be assumed that they 
did not consider ord. 13, r. 4, inconsistent with the principle 
established by those cases. Where, then, is the distinction? 
Our correspondent holds that a final judgment obtained i 
one of several joint contractors is, as a matter of law, a to 
‘further proceedings ” i the other joint contractors. 
There can be no doubt about the law so stated. But the term 
‘“‘judgment”’ must be taken to mean the final conclusion of the 
action ; or, to paraphrase Baron Parke’s dictum quoted above, 
‘the reduction of the cause of action to a certainty.” In those 
days this could only be done by means of one judgment. In these 
days it may, under the — terms of ord. 13, r. 4, be done 
by several judgments in the same action, until all the defendants 
have become liable to judgment on the claim. There is, there- 
fore, a broad distinction to be drawn between permitting a 
plaintiff who has obtained judgment in an action against one of 
two joint contractors to subsequently sue the other of such joint 
contractors by separate action, and permitting a plaintiff who 
sues the two joint contractors together in one action to “ attain 
the object of the suit so far as it can be attained” by taking 
two separate judgments in the one action. 

Ord. 13, r. 4, establishes this system of several juices in 
one action against several defendants. It applies, however, only 
3 cases where np ag wm gs been mee and some 

ave appeared and some have failed to appear. e question 
evelane remains, Is there any violation of} principle involved in 
extending this Speer to a case where some of several defendants 
have been served and have made default, and the rest have nef 
been served at all? The practice of the Central Office is to give 
the plaintiff judgment against those in default without prejudi 
to his right to subsequently serve the others and with 
the action against them. the fact of non-service of the 
writ on some of the defendants yee those defendants in the 
position of persons who have not sued, so that a judgment 
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other defendants in the same action must operate as a 
bar 'té'stbsequent service on them? The answer would appear 
tobe that the mere fact of non-service’ does not give them any 
such advantage. They are already parties to the action, and it 
has been held. in the Irish court that, when once a writ for a 
liquidated claim has been issued, the defendant is liable for the 
costs of ‘it, even though he tender the amount claimed before 
service ( 0’ Malley ¢. Rillmaltock Union, 22 L. R. Tr, 326). The 
same rule prevails as a matter of common practice in England. 
A defendant cannot avoid the consequences of an action, the 
bringing of which has been necessitated by his neglect or 
refusal to pay the debt due. Although not served with the 
writ, he is nevertheless a defendant to the action. It would 
appear, therefore, that the practice of the Central Office as above 
stated is not contrary to the law as described by our corre- 
spondent, but is merely a legitimate extension of the practice 
éstablished by ord. 13, r. 4, to cases which are just outside the 
operation of that rule, and for which no provision has been made, 


CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE LUNACY. ACT, 1890. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—It is evidently the intention of the Act to provide against any 
medical certificate under which a person is treated as a lunatic being 
given by an interested person, yet there seems to be a strange 
omission 


A medical certificate cannot be signed by the petitioner for a re- 
ception order ‘‘or by the husband or wife, father or father-in-law, 
mother or mother-in-law, son or son-in-law, daughter or daughter- 
in-law, brother or brother-in-law, sister or sister-in-law, partner or 
assistant” of the petitioner (section 30), or by a person interested in 
an institution into which a person is to be received asa lunatic “ or 
by the husband or wife, father or father-in-law,” &c., as im section 
30, of a person so interested (section 32, sub-section 1). 

But in ion 2, providing for the medical certificate bemg 
given by persons independent of each other, the mention of the hus- 
bund or wife is omitted, although the other relationships mentioned 
in section 30 and section 32, sub-section 1, are mentioned here also. 

The prohibition quoted against certain persons signing medical 
. obviously recognize the possibility of a medical practi- 
tioner being a female. Now it is quite possible—and, indeed, I 
know an imstance—that a husband and wife may be medical 

Surely the omission in the sub-section of the words 
** the husband or wife” before the mention ‘‘ of the father” is unin- 
tentional; the omission seems to be serious, having regard to the 
care taken im other places to secure a thoroughly independent medical 
ye orey o INNER TEMPLE. 
an. 


CASES OF LAST. SITTINGS, 


Court of Appeal. 
SERRAINO & SONS - CAMPBELL—No. 1, 19th December. 


Brut or Lamxe—Useas Excerrioxs—‘ Aut. oruen Conxprrioxs as ren 
Casmren "’—Cuarten-ranty coxrarstsc Excertiox or Neoucesce— 
Ivrnopectios or Coxpttioss To He PERVORMED HY CONSIGNEE. 


This was an action by the indorsecs of a bill of lading for non-delivery 
A goods shipped on board a vessel belonging to the defendants. The 
bill of lading provided that the goods, which were shipped by Messrs. 
Fisher, Renwick, & Co., were to be delivered at the port of Trapani, in 
the island of Sicily, “* the act of God, the Queen’s enemies, fire, and all 
and every other dangers and accidents of the seas, rivers, and navigation, 
A whatever nature and kind scever excepted, unto order or to assigns, 
they freight for the «aid conls, and all other conditions as per 
‘ ¥ av Speman wr cate ip Aare amg «party under which the 

esars. er, wick, & Co., was in the ordinary 
form, and contained in print the following exceptions :-— The act of God, 
the Queen's enemies, fire, and all and every other dangers and accidents of 
the seas, rivers,. and navigation, of whatever nature and kind woever, 
the ssid voyage.” And at the end there was added in writing, 

clause as per Valtic Bill of Lading, 1885.” The Waltic 
Aanse pred + whcnahong ae and coltision«, and all loasex 

, erehy,”” were ta be excepted, “even when occa- 

somed by the negligence, default, or error in jndgment of the pilot, 
maser, mariners, or other servants of the shipowners.” The vessel 
stranded at Mazzara, om the coast of wy in consequence of the negli- 
gence and want A skill A the Mficers and crew, and the plaintiffs’ goods 
were lost. The defence ut up by the shipowners was that the words in 
the bill of lading, “all other conditions as per charter,” introduced the 









negligence clamwe into the bill of lading, awl theretore, the cae beg 


brought within one of the exceptions of the bill of lading; they. were .not 
liable. . The plaintiffs, on the other hand, contended that the words, ‘‘ all 
other. conditions as per charter,’’ must be connected with the words ‘‘ they 
paying freight for the said coals,’’ and must be limited to such conditions 
as are ejusdem generis with the payment of freight, and that, therefore, there 
was no.defence to the action. : The action came on. to be tried, before 
Huddleston, B., and a special jury.. The jury, having found that the 
loss was due to the negligence and want. of of the master and crew, 
were discharged, and the ease was argued before the learned judge alone, 
who gave judgment in favour of the plaintiffs. The defendants appealed, 
Tt was a on. the t of the appellants that Russell v. Niemann (17 
C. B. N. 8. 163)—in which it was held thata similar reference to a charter- 
party brought into the bill of lading only those conditions which applied 
to the person who was to take delivery of the cargo, such as the payment 
of demurrage, and did not incorporate all the conditions of the charter- 
party—had been overruled by Gray v. Carr. (19 W, R. 1173, L. R. 6 Q. B, 
522) and Portens v. Watney (27 W. 8. 30, 3 Q. B. D. 534). On the part of 
the respondent it was argued that Russell v. Niemann had never been over- 
ruled, and that there was no authority which shewed that such words of 
reference introduced exceptions inconsistent with the exceptions specified 
in the bill of lading. 

Tue Court (Lord Esner, M.R., and Lorgs and Kay,.L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. They thought that the true construction of the words ‘‘ all 
other conditions as per charter’’ was that they introduced into the bill of 
lading only such conditions as were to be performed by the receiver of the 
goods. This was the doctrine which had been laid down in Russell v, 
Niemann. That case had not been overruled by the subsequent decisions, 
which merely pointed out a practical mode for carrying into effect the 
poineipe there laid down. The plaintiffs were entitled to judgment.— 

UNSEL, J. G. Barnes, Q.C., and Lawson Walton, Q.C.; French, Q.C., and 
Joseph Walton. Sorscrrors, Coote § Ball, for Adamson § Co., North Shields ; 
Stocken & Jupp. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re SMITH, WILLIAMS v. FRERE—North, J., 17th December. 


Practice—Orper ror ATTENDANCE OF Person To Propuce Documents— 
JuRispicTIon—Person not Party to Action—PowER TO MAKE ORDER 
Ex Paute—Ricut or Person summMonep To Onszcr To Propuction— 
R. 8. C., XXXVILI., 7. 

This was a motion to discharge an order made in chambers, under rule 

7 of order 37, for the attendance of persons to produce documents, and the 

questions arose (1) whether such an order can made on a person who is 

not a party to the proceeding in which it is made; (2) whether the order 
can be made ex parte. Rule 7 provides that ‘‘ the court or a judge may 
in any cause or matter, at any stage of the proceedings, order the attend- 
ance of any person for the purpose of producing any writings or other 
documents named in the order which the court or judge may think fit to 
be produced; provided that no person shall be .compelled to produce 
under any such order any writing or other document which he could not 
be compelled to produce at the hearing or trial.’”” The action, commenced 

by originating summons, related to the administration of the estate of a 

testator, who wasa partner in a brewery business. The other partners were 

G. P. Fuller, W. F. Fuller, and F. Smith. By the articles of partnership 

the testator was empowered by deed or will to transfer his share, or 

any of his share, in the partnership business and property to F. Smith 
and E. T. Turner, or either of them. The testator, who died in 1887, by his 
will nominated F. Smith and E. T. Turner to succeed to his share in the 
partnership, and he bequeathed all his share and interest in the partner- 
ship and in the assets and property thereof to F. Smith and EE. T. Turner 
in the proportions of four-fifths to F. Smith, and one-fifth to K.'T. ‘Turner, 
subject to the condition that they should bring the value of his share and 
interest as existing at his death into account with his residuary estate 
thereinafter bequeathed, in order to enable that estate to be divided as 
thereinafter directed. And he bequeathed the residue of his estate, 
regarded as supplemented by the value of his share and interest in the 
brewery, in the proportions therein mentioned tol’, Smith, E.. T. Turner, the 
plaintiff, and another person. The defendants to the summons were the trus- 
tees and executors of the will, and the other three residuary legatees. An 
order was made on the summons directing inquiries (1) What was the value 
of the share of the testator, as existing at the time of his death, in the partucr- 
ship aud in the assets and property thereof; (2) what sums ought to be 
brought into account in the division of the residuary estate in respect of 

the several shares in the testator’s said share by the will bequeathed to I’. 

Smith and KE. T. Turner respectively. On the ee parte application of the 

plaintiff an order was made in chambers that all the four members of the 

firm (including G. P. Fuller and W. F, Fuller, who were not parties to 
the action) ‘‘ do attend before the examiner appointed to take the 
examination of witnesses in this action, and produce the partnership books 
of the firm, particularly the balance-sheets and profit and loss accounts 
for the years 1888 and 1589,’’ and certain other documents Which were men- 
tioned in the order. G. P, Fuller and W. F, Fuller moved to discharge 
this order, and it was urged on their behalf that there was no power to 
make the order er parte, and also that strangers to the action could not be 
compelled to produce books which related to a period subsequent to the 
de of the testator, upon which he ceased to have any interest 


in the partnership, and which could not be relevant to any of the 
questions in the action. It was also contended that the order, at any 
rate, ought not to be absolute in form, but should be limited to documents 
which the persons summoned could be compelled to produce at the hearing 
or trial of. the action. 

Noutn, J., relueed to dincharge the order, , He wid that the object of 
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yule 7 was fully explained by the Court of A in Elder v. Carter (38 
W. R. 612; 34 Sotacrrors’ Journat, 418, 25 Q: B. D.°194). ° The order was 
in the exact form of a svbpena duecs tecum; ‘which contained ‘a positive 
direction to produce the documents mentioned init: ‘That, however, did 
not mean that the person summoned could not, when he attended with 
the documents, take any objection to their production. ©The order meant 
that the documents were to be there ready ‘for production, if they ought 
to be produced. An objection to the production of any documents could 
always be raised under a sxbpena duces teewm, and by the proviso to rule 7 
the right to make such an objection was expressly reserved, which was 
not the case in a subpena. It was contended that the order t not to 
have been made ex parte. His lordship did not see why it should not. It 
might in some cases be more convenient that notice should be given, but 
this was a matter for the discretion of the judge, and here the discretion 
had ‘been exercised by the chief clerk. His lordshrp could not say that the 
order was wrong because it was made ex parte. Yn his lordship’s opinion 
the cases already decided upon rule 7 were in favour of the view which he 
had taken. In The Central News Co. v. The Eastern News Telegraph Co. 
(28 Sorrcrrors’ Journat, 254, 53 L. J. Q. B. 236), Lord Coleridge, O.J., said 
that it might be very oppressive to order a person who was not'a party to 
a cause to produce documents, but he was referring, not to production at 
the trial or on the hearing of any application, but to an independent 
production for inspection. Again, in Straker v. Reynolds (37 W. R. 379, 
23 Q. B. D. 262) the distinction was clearly taken between the production 
of documents at an examination of witnesses and production to a party 
for his own inspection, and in Eider v. Carter the application ‘was for ‘the 
production of documents to a party and his agents for inspection. That 
ease, therefore, did not touch the present case. But the observations 
made by the Lords Justices in it in many respects supported the view which 
his lordship took of rule 7.—Counsen, Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., and J. Hender- 
son ; Napier Higgins, Q.C.,and Woolf, Q.C. ; Grosvenor Woods. Soricrrons, 
Frere, Forster, §& Co. ; Hollams, Son, Coward, § Hawksley ; Rooke § Sons. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division, 


THE SKINNERS’ CO. ». KNIGHT AND OTHERS—Charles, J., 
19th December. 


Lanprorp anp TrNANtT—Breacn or Covenant To RepArR—BwReacn at 
Darr or Notice, nut not At Date or Writ—Lanptorp’s Ricut To 
Possesston—Surveyor’s Fre—Lanptorn’s Ricut to—ConveyvaNncine 
anD Law or Proprrty Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vier. c. 41), 8. 14, sup-see- 
TION 1. 

Further consideration by Charles, J., of an action of ejectment tried 
before him and a common jury, as to the effect of section 14 of the 

Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881, when it is sought to recover 

possession of premises for breach of a covenant to keep the premises in 

repair, and as to the right to recover, under that section, a surveyor’s fee, 
which the lessors had paid to a surveyor for examining the premises. The 
plaintiffs, by a deed dated the 2nd of January, 1851, let to one Joseph 

Nicholls five messuages or tenements situate in the parish of St. 

Pancras, and county of Middlesex, to hold for a term of fifty-five years and 

three-quarters of another year, at a yearly rent of £25. By this deed the 

lessee, for himself, his heirs, executors, administrators, and assigns, cove- 
nanted (inter alia) at all times during the said term to keep the said 
premises in good repair, and to pay the said rent. The deed. also con- 
tained a clause of re-entry entitling the plaintiffs, the lessors, to re-enter 
= the premises, and to expel thereout the said lessee, his executors, 
administrators, and assigns, and all the oceupiers of the said premises, in 
case the rent should be in arrear for the space of twenty-eight days, or in 
case the said lessee, his executors, administrators, or assigns, should 
make default in any of the covenants and agreements therein contained. 

The defendant Knight subsequently became possessed ‘as assignee of the 

estate and interest of the said lessee in the said term, and entered into 

possession of the premises, and has paid rent to the plaintiffs. The 
plaintiffs alleged in their statement of claim that on the 29th of Se ber, 

1889, two quarters’ rent were due and unpaid, and they also that on 

the 5th of June, 1889, default had been made by the defendant Knight in 

performante of the covenant to keep the premises in proper repair, and 
that it would require a large sum to reinstate the same in good repair, and 
on the same day, the 5th of June, 1889, the plaintiffs se’ on the 
defendant Knight a notice pursuant to section 14 of the Conveyancing and 

Law of i oe Act, 1881, specifying the breaches complained of, and 

requiring him to remedy the said breaches, and also requi him to make 

reasonable compensation in money for the said breaches, and claiming the 
sam of £4 14s. 6d. as compensation for expenses already incurred by them, 
such sum being the amount of the surveyor's fee paid by the plaintiffs to 

& surveyor for an examination of the premises. On the 15th of January, 

1890, the plaintiffs began this action for the recovery of possession of the 
remises and for breach of covenant to repair, and also for £12 18s, 

or arrears of rent. The amount of the rent _havit been 

paid and settled, the questions now were as to the plaintiffs’ 
right to recover the premises in respect of the breach of the covenant to 
repair, and to recover the sum of £4 14s, 6d., the amount of the surveyer’s 
fee. At the trial the jury found that the premises were out of repair at 
the date of the notice, but they were unable to agree as to whether they 
were out of repair at the date of the commencement of this action. 

Section 14 of the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881, provides : 

(1) ‘A right of re-entry or forfeiture under any proviso or stipulation 

in @ leave, for a breach of any covenant or condition in the iease, shall not 


be enforceable, by action or otherwise, unless and wntil the lessor serves 
on the lessee a notice specifying the particular breach complained of, and, 


if the breach is“capable: of remedy: 
breach, and, in any 


never made a reasonable compensation in 
$4 ldo Dd. an being. ‘the lessors directly the 
£4 14s. .6d., as & cost; to arising ou 
of the covenant to repair, and that, therefore, such fee would come 
the words ‘‘ reasonable com: in money *’ for the breac 
tenant is bound under the section to pay. 


| 
ik 


4 
: 


of repair, but they were unable to 4; as to the question whether the 
premises were out of repair when this action was commenced : so that 
there is no finding before me that the premises were out of repair at the 
date when this action was commenced 


the premises were out of repair, and I think that duty is still incumbent 
on him, and, as the jury were unable to — on that point, I think the 
case must go down for a new trial as to whether the premises were out of 
repair at the date of the writ in this action. As to intiffs’ right to 
recover the surveyor’s fee, I assume both requisites of statute to be 
complied with. I think there must be a reasonable time and a reasonable 
compensation in money made. Now is that so here? It is said that the 
tenant has never made a reasonable compensation in money, and it is not 
contended that he has done so, as he has offered none, and it is said that 
he is right, inasmuch as, this being a lease, the damages, at the very 
utmost, would be only a nominal sum. As to the plaintiffs’ right, to 
recover this fee, I think the statute has made no alteration in law 
existing before the statute, and the law before the statute was that a 
landlord could not charge his tenant with a fee of this kind. I think the 
statute has made no alteration in that law, and a “‘reasonable compensa- 
tion in money ’’ means a reasonable compensation in point of law, and as 
in the previous law it had been decided that a surveyor’s fee cannot be 
ch against the tenant, so now I thi 

this section. There must be a new trial.—Counsen, Winch, Q.C., 
Hobson ; Fillan. Soracrvors, A. C. Rhodes > M. Webb § Sons. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 

THE COMPANIES (W1IA]} ING UP) ACT, 1890. 
Statements by Liquidators in Pending Liquidations to the Registrer of Foint 
Stock Companies. 

GeneraL Orper ny THE Boarp or Traps (cxnper Ree 175 or rar 
Companres (Wixprxe Ur) Reves, 1890). 

It is hereby ordered by the Board of Trade as follows in regard to, the 


matters referred to in section 15 of the C ies (Winding Up) Act, 
1890, and Rules 126 and 127 of the Companies Winding Up) Rules, 1890. 


Transmission ef Accomnts. 

The statement of account required by sub-section 1 of section 15 of the 
Act and by Rule 127 to be transmitted in duplicate to the Registrar of 
Joint Stock Companies shall be in the Form No, 1 annexed hereto, with 
such variations as circumstances may require, and shall be on sheets 13 
inches by 16 inches, and shall be verified by an affidavit in the Form No. 2 
annexed hereto. 

Receipts and Payments. 


receipts and : 
as between the Liquidator and the bank, and payments or receipts on 
account of investments made by ar on behalf af the Liquidator, should 
inserted in the columns provided for that purpose, and not in the columns 
for ‘** other receipts and payments.’’ Each receipt and payment must be 
entered in the account in rah ca. Sanpete an. eeteianlty tn angbedal a 
nature. The receipts and payments should severally be added up at the 
foot of each sheet, and the totals carried ferward to the next sheet, with- 
out any intermediate balance, so that the gross totals shall represent the 
total amounts received and paid by the Liquidator respectively. 

Treding Account, 
When the Liquidator carries on a busi ees 5 
forwarded as a distinct account, and the s of : and : 
on the trading account must be set out in the statement. The 
trading account shall be in the Form No. 3 annexed hereto, shall be on 
sheets 13 inches by 16 inches, and shall be sent tn duplicate. 


Petty Expenses. 
Petty expenses must be entered in the statement or trading account In 
sufficient detail to shew that no estimated charges are made. 


Reabinations, 





Where property has been realited, the gross proceeds of sale must be 
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entered under receipts in the statement, and the necessary disbursements 
and charges incidental to sales must be entered as payments. 
Dividends, §e. 

. Where dividends or instalments of composition are paid to creditors or 
a return of surplus assets is made to contributories, the total amount of 
each dividend or instalment of composition or payment to a contributory 
must be entered in the Liquidator’s statement as one sum, and the 
Liquidator must forward with his statement separate accounts in 
duplicate, in the Forms Nos. 4 and 5 annexed hereto, shewing the 
amount of the claim and the amount of dividend or composition pay- 
able to each creditor or contributory, distinguishing in such list the 
dividends or instalments of composition paid and those remaining un- 
claimed. Such list shall be on sheets 13 inches by 8 inches. 


Affidavit of no Receipts or Payments. 


Where a liquidator has not during the period comprised in the account 
received or paid any money on account of the Company, he shall, at the 
period when he is required to transmit his statement to the Registrar of 
Joint Stock Companies, forward to the Registrar an affidavit of no re- 
ceipts or payments in the Form No. 2 annexed hereto. 

M. E. Hicxs Beacn, 
President of the Board of Trade. 
Dated the 31st December, 1890. 
[A schedule of forms follows the order. ] 





Unctamep or Unptstrinvrep Assets. 
Preliminary Notice. 

Whereas it is provided by section 15 of the said Act that any 
Liquidator of a Company (whether wound up by the Court, or under the 
supervision of the Court, or voluntarily) who has in his hands or under 
his control any money representing unclaimed or undistributed assets of a 
Company which have remained unclaimed or undistributed for six months 
after the date of their receipt shall forthwith pay the same to the Companies 
Liquidation Account at the Bank of England. 

d whereas it is further provided that, for the purpose of ascertaining 
and getting in any money payable into the Bank of England in pursuance 
of that section, the like powers may be exercised, and by the like authority 
as are exerciseable under section 162 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, for the 
purpose of ascertaining and getting in the sums, funds, and dividends 
referred to in that section. 

And whereas it is provided by the said section 162 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, that the Board of Trade may at any time order any Trustee or 
other person empowered to collect, receive, or distribute any funds or 
dividends under any or either of the Acts of Parliament specified in the 
fourth schedule to that Act to submit to them an account verified by affidavit 
of the sums recived and paid, and may direct and enforce an audit of the 
account. 

And whereas the Board of Trade have opened an account at the Bank of 

land, above referred to as the Companies Liquidation Account. 

otice is hereby given to any and every liquidator of a Company forth- 
with to pay to the said account the money in their hands, or under their 
control, obtaining in the first instance a Receivable Order from the Board 
of Trade, and that upon such payment the Board of Trade will furnish to 
such liquidators a certificate of receipt of the money so paid, which shall 
be an effectual discharge in respect thereof.—Dated this 31st day of 
December, 1890, 

M. E. Hicxs Beacn, 
President of the Board of Trade. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Sir Wii11am Ricuarp Drake, solicitor, died at Oatlands Lodge, Wey- 
bridge, on the 2nd ult., at the age of seventy-three. He was the eldest 
son of the late Mr. William Drake (son of Mr. Henry Drake, of Barnstaple, 
Devon, by Ann, sister of Sir James Hamlyn), by Frances, daughter of Mr. 
Robert Lincoln. Sir William was born in August, 1817. He was admitted 
a solicitor in 1843, and married in 1846 Katherine Stewart Forbes, 
daughter of Mr. Richard Thomas Goodwin, E.I.C.S. Lady Drake died in 
A t, 1880. Since the death of Mr. Francis Thomas Bircham, Sir 
W: was senior partner in the firm of Bircham & Co., of 46, 
Parliament-street, Westminster; 50, Old Broad-street, E.C.; and Waterloo- 
bridge Station. Sir William was for many years in close relationship with 
the leaders of the Liberal party, and he was knighted at the instance of 
Mr. Gladstone in 1869. He was a great lover of art, and was a collector of 
all forms of Italian art. He wrote a good deal on archeological and anti- 
y rrten subjects, and he was one of the oldest members of the Society of 

tiquaries. He received various orders of knighthood from the Austrian, 
Italian, and Turkish courts. 


Mr. Wir11am Hatiowses, solicitor, of 32, Tavistock-square and 39, Bed- 
ford-row, died at 32, Tavistock-square on the 3rd ult., in the eighty-ninth 
year of his age. Mr. Hallowes was born in the year 1802 at Ashford, Kent, 
and was the sixth son of the late Col. John Hallowes, of Ashford, by his 
marriage with Louisa Martha, daughter of Mr. Francis Fatio, and was 
admitted a solicitor in Trinity Term, 1824. He married on the 20th of 
a 1843, Elizabeth, the younger daughter of the late Wm. Tooke, 

-P., F.R.8., of 39, Bedford-row and 12, Russell-square, by whom he 
has left six children surviving, one being Mr. William Alexander Tooke 








Hallowes, who was admitted a solicitor in Michaelmas Term, 1869, and 
practises at 39, Bedford-row. 

Mr. THomas Marrrorr Doprnerton, M.A., barrister, of Combe Dulverton, 
Somerset, and Horsington House, near Wincanton, died on the 17th of Nov- 
ember. Mr. Dodington was the eldest son of the Rev. Thomas Marriott 
Dodington, of Horsington, Somerset, and was born on the 22nd of July, 
1839. He was educated at Trinity College and Marlborough College, 
Cambridge. He was called to the bar on the 26th of January, 1865, and 
in June of the same year he married Lucy Elizabeth, fourth daughter of 
the Rev. G. E. Downe, rector of Rushden, North Hants. Mr. Dodington 
was lord of the manors of Stowell, Henstridge, Bowden, and High Ham. 
He was captain of the 3rd Battalion Somerset Light Infantry, and a 
justice of the peace. 


Mr. Epwarp Asuunrst Morris, M.A., solicitor (of the firm of Ashurst, 
Morris, Crisp, & Co.), died at his residence, 44, Cadogan-square, on the 17th 
ult. He was the son of Mr. John Morris, senior partner in the firm 
above mentioned, and was born in 1862. He was educated at Charter- 
house School, and in Germany, and at Trinity Hall, Cambridge, and was 
afterwards articled to his father, and after his admission in 1886 he joined 
his father’s firm. He died of typhoid fever. He married, in 1889, Miss 
Puleston, daughter of Sir J. H. Puleston, M.P., and leaves a daughter 
five months old. Mr. Morris had a very amiable disposition, and leaves a 
host of friends to mourn his loss. 


Mr. Tuomas Arnswortn, solicitor, of Blackburn, died on the 6th ult. 
He was the son of Mr. Thomas Ainsworth, solicitor, of Blackburn, and 
was born about the year 1810. He was educated at the Grammar School 
of Queen Elizabeth in Blackburn. At first he intended to join the army, 
but in consequence of his elder brother’s death he was articled to his 
father, and was admitted a solicitor in 1832. Both his father and mother 
were possessed of considerable property in Blackburn, to which, as well as 
to the business, Mr. Ainsworth succeeded on the death of his father. The 
deceased was an able lawyer, particularly well versed in conveyancing and 
magisterial work. For many years he filled the offices of town clerk, 
clerk to the magistrates, and clerk to the burial board, and he had for some 
considerable time been connected with every movement for the progress 
of the town, which he has not forgotten in his will, as he leaves his 
paintings and books to the Blackburn Free Library. These are of con- 
siderable value. For many years he was a collector, and being a bachelor 
he was not restrained by any considerations of economy from purchasing 
what he fancied. He has also left £2,000 to the Blackburn and East 
Lancashire Infirmary, £2,000 to the Blackburn Ragged School, £100 to 
the Parish Church Higher Grade School, and £2,000 to the governors of 
the Grammar School of Queen Elizabeth for the purpose of founding 
scholarships of the annual value of £10, tenable for two or three years, at the 
discretion of the governors. The total value of Mr. Ainsworth’s bequests 
to the town amount to upwards of £8,000. During his life he was also 
very free handed in helping any meritorious object. 


Mr. Jonn Luxe Haren, solicitor, of Selby, died on the 5th ult. at the 
age of ninety. Mr. Haigh was articled to Mr. Edward Parker, of Selby, 
and was admitted a solicitor in Easter Term, 1840. Mr. Haigh joined the 
Wesleyan Methodists about sixty years ago, and became an active mem- 
ber of that body and a local preacher. He ied on a very successful 
practice at Selby, and was widely known as an able lawyer and skilled 
conveyancer. He leaves three daughters and two sons. He was buried 
on the 10th ult. at the quiet, little churchyard of Brayton, near his resi- 
dence, and his funeral was largely attended by his numerous friends. 


Mr. ALExaANDER Wiiu1am Kinc.akg, barrister, died at his residence, 17, 
Bayswater-terrace, on the 2nd inst. He was the eldest son of Mr. 
William Kinglake, of Taunton, and was born in 1811. He was educated 
at Eton, and at Trinity College, Cambridge, where he took the degree of 
B.A. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in May, 1837, and for 
many years practised as a chancery barrister. He retired from practice in 
1856. In 1844 he published ‘‘ Eothen,’’ a book on Eastern travel, which 
created a great sensation at the time and achieved immediate success. He 
was with our army at the Crimea and watched keenly the tide of events, 
and afterwards wrote an elaborate and able history of the war, extending 
over eight volumes, the first published in 1863, and the last in 1877. He 
was member of Parliament for Bridgewater from 1857 to 1869. He was 
deputy-lieutenant for Somerset, and lord of the manor of Saltmoor in the 
same county. 


Mr. Wa. Franx Jonzs, barrister, died at Baroda, Ventnor, Isle of 
Wight, on the 27th ult., at the age of fifty. He was the only son of Mr. 
Wm. Jenkin Sayer, late of Newport, Mon. He was educated at St. 
Mary’s Hall, Oxford, and was M.A. and B.C.L. of that university. He 
was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in July, 1874, having obtained 
an exhibition in 1871, and went the Oxford Circuit. He subsequently 
assumed the name of Jones. He was joint-editor of Chitty’s Index to 
Reported Cases. 


Mr. Joun Manrsnatt, barrister, died on the 30th ult. . He was the eldest 
son of Mr. Thomas Harrison Marshall, of Hull, and was born on the 14th 
of May, 1820. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple on the 23rd 
of November, 1849, and was a member of the Northern Circuit. He mar- 
ried on the 28th of April, 1869, Elizabeth, youngest daughter of Mr. 
Joseph Gardner, of Huyton, Lancashire. 


Mr. Jouxn Wurmnorng, solicitor, of Teignmouth, who died on the 19th 
ult., was admitted a solicitor in 1839, and commenced practice in Exeter 
in 1841, and entered into ership with Mr. Wm. John Watts, whose 
sister, Lucinda Diana Watts, he married in 1844. In 1849 he joined 
the firm of Tozer & Mackenzie, at Teignmouth, of which he remained 
a member until his retirement from the profession in 1882, when he 
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became a partner in the Teignmouth Bank. He was a well-known 
figure in the hunting field, and was M.F.H. for South Devon 
from 1849 to 1855, and again from 1882 to 1884. He was a justice of the 


peace. 
Mr. Wroriam Buixerey Grasse, Q.C., who died on the 30th ult., was 
the eldest son of the Rev. John Glasse, of Burnham, Norfolk. He was 
born in 1806, and was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 1834. He was 
appointed Queen’s Counsel on the 11th of July, 1851, and was elected a 
bencher of his inn in the following November. He also filled the offices of 
vice-chairman of the Bar Committee and member of the Incorporated 
Council of Law Reporting. Mr. Glasse at first practised before Vice- 
Chancellor Kindersley, and in later life before Vice-Chancellor Malins and 
Mr. Justice Fry. Nine or ten years Mr. Glasse retired to his estate at 
Swaffham, Norfolk, but he afte sold it and removed to Chettle, 


Dorset. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Epwarp Pryver Davis, LL.B., solicitor (of the firm of Davis & 
Marcus), of 49, Chancery-lane, W.C., has been ——- a Commissioner 
for Oaths. Mr. Davis was admitted a solicitor in December, 1883. 


Mr. Wri11aM Dazzter Fisuer, solicitor (of the firm of Fisher & William- 
son), of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, has been appointed a Commissioner for 


Oaths. Mr. Fisher was admitted a solicitor in August, 1884. 


Mr. Harry Morse Hewirt, solicitor (of the firm of Morse, Hewitt & 
Farman), of 39, King-street, Cheapside, E.C., has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Hewitt was admitted a solicitor in July, 1884. 


Mr. Percy Hamiiton Hvenes, solicitor (of the firm of Thompson & 
Hughes), of Birkenhead, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Hughes was admitted a solicitor in August, 1884. 


Mr. Tuomas Water Hatt, solicitor (of the firm of Sorby & Hall), of 
Sheffield, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hall was 
admitted a solicitor in August, 1884. 


Mr. Artuur Lamp, solicitor (of the firm of Lamb, Brooks, & Sher- 
wood), of Basingstoke, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Lamb was admitted a solicitor in December, 1884. 


Mr. Harry Pearse, solicitor, of 25, Bedford-row, W.C., has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Pearse was admitted a solicitor 
in January, 1884. 


Mr. Josepn Harpy Pickrorp, solicitor (of the firm of Oxley & Coward), 
of Rotherham, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Pick- 
ford was admitted a solicitor in August, 1884. 


Mr. Wiit1am Munro Tarr, B.A., LL.M. Cantab, solicitor (of the 
firm of Goren & Tapp), of 27, South Molton-street, Oxford-street, W., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Tapp was admitted a 
solicitor in July, 1884. 


Mr. Groner Guy Vertve, solicitor (of the firm of Pilcher & Vertue), of 
24, Old Burlington-street, W., has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. Mr. Vertue was admitted a solicitor in November, 1883 


Mr. Frepertck Atzert Woop, solicitor (of the firm of Wood, Bird, & 
Wood), of 23, Rood-lane, Cannon-street, E.C., has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths: Mr. Wood was admitted a solicitor in Febru- 
ary, 1884. . 


Mr. Revsen Wrnper, solicitor (of the firm of Simpson, Palmer, & 
Winder), of Three Crown-square, Southwark, 8.E., has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Winder was admitted a solicitor in April, 
1883. 

Mr. Gzorcr Henry Cartuew, solicitor, of 3, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s- 
inn, W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths in matters 
depending in the Courts of the Colony of the Bahamas. Mr. Carthew 
passed the final examination with honours, and was admitted a solicitor 
in November, 1876. He is a commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. Arruvur Strwart Mapres has been appointed Official Receiver in 
‘Bankruptcy for the districts of the county courts holden at Kingston- 
upon-Hull and at Great Grimsby, by transfer from the district of the 
county court holden at Newcastle-on-Tyne. 


Mr. Franx Lowson Ciark has been appointed Official Receiver in Bank- 
ruptey for the district of the county court holden at Newcastle-on-Tyne, 
rendered vacant by the transfer of Mr. Arthur Stewart Maples. 


Mr. CuristopHer Jenkins Drm has been appointed Official Receiver 
attached to the Chancery Court of the County Palatine of Lancaster for 
all the purposes of the Companies’ (Winding-up) Act, 1890. 


Mr. Franx Lowson Crark, the official receiver attached to the New- 
castle-on-Tyne County Court, has been appointed Official Receiver attached 
to the Chancery Court of the County Palatine of Durham for all the 
purposes of the said Act. 


Mr. Freperick MArsuat1, the registrar of the Stannaries Court, has been 
appointed the Official Receiver attached to the Stannaries Court for all 
the purposes of the said Act. 


sincere sorrow at the news of the death of Sir Barnes P 
Justice of that court, and the last Chief Justice of the old Supreme Court. 
Mr. Twidale, on behalf of the pleaders and vakeels of the court, desired to 
express the great regret and sorrow which they felt on learning of the death 
of Sir Barnes Peacock, and wished to endorse every word of the tribute 
which Mr. Woodroffe had paid to Sir Barnes’s memory. The Chief Jus- 
tice, Sir Comer Petheram, in reply, said :—Of my own knowledge in my 
profession, I knew well what the 
when he was at the bar. I knew that his reputation for the most profound 
learning and for the deepest devotion to the interests of his clients was 
second to none. After his return from India I had the honour of his 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 

Mr. Epsunp Spysr, solicitor, who passed his final in April last year 
with honours, has been admitted as a partner in the firm of Spyer & Song 
The style of the firm will in future be Spyer & Sons, and the business will 
be carried on as heretofore at 53, New Broad-street, E.C. 


DIsso.vtions. 


Henry Hoxrtrer Hoop Barrs and Rozert Cxartes Meanows, solicitors 
(Hood Barrs & Meadows), 12, Clement’s-inn, London. Dec. 31. 


ALBAN GARDNER BuLiER, Epwarp Bicktey, 
solicitors (Buller, Bickley, & Cross), Birmingham 
saii Edward Bickley. Dec 31 


Suattetr Jno. Dare and Atrrep Dat, solicitors (Shallett Jno. & 
Alfred Dale), North Shields. The said Shallett John Dale retiring, and 
the said Alfred Dale will in future carry on the business on his own 
account. Dec 29. 


Wim Henry Hover and Artuur Wiiu1am Trex, solicitors (Hi 
& Tuck), of Oakham and Upeingtem. . The said business will in future 
be carried on by the said Arthur William Tuck. Sept. 30. 


Mvcrray Maxwett Jounson, JoHn Wrerorp Bubp, and Murray 
Jounson, solicitors, of 24, Austinfriars, London. Dec. 31. 


Naruantet Tertivs Lawrence, Cuartes Granam, and Lorrvs Srpney 
Lona, solicitors (Lawrence, Graham, & Long), of 6, New-square, 
Lincoln’s-inn. Dec. 31. 


and Tuomas Cross, 
So far as concerns the 


Tuomas Trewren Vizarp, GeorGeE WeNpEN, and Joun Macpona.p, 
solicitors (Vizard, Wenden, & Macdonald), of Dursley. So far as regards 
the said John Macdonald. Dec. 31. [ Gazette, Jan. 2. 


NatuanreL Georce Crayton and Wii Gipson, solicitors (Clayton 
& Gibson), of Newcastle-on-Tyne. The said William Gibson qill con- 
tinue to carry on the said business under the same style. Dec. 31. 


Wru1am Puetrs and Henry Wxatiey Wooprorpg, solicitors (Phelps 
& Woodforde), of 14, Red Lion-square, London. In future such busitiess 
will be carried on by the said Henry Whalley Woodforde. Dec. 31. 

[ Gazette, Jan. 6. 


GENERAL. 


It is stated that Advocate Durell, the leading criminal lawyer of the 
Jersey Royal Court, has been nded for four months for having in the 
local newspaper published correspondence relating to a libel case in which 
he was defending counsel. 

The gross value has been sworn at £64,579 4s. 9d., and the net value at 
£62,544 7s. 10d., of the personal estate of the late Mr. Baron Huddleston. 
In certain events a portion of the residuary estate is to be transferred 
to the trustees of the Barristers’ Benevolent Association, to be used for 
the purposes of the association. 


A smoking concert will be given at Anderton’s Hotel, Fleet-street, on 
Monday, the 26th of January, in aid of the funds of the Royal Courts 
Cricket Club.. This club has been ‘established for the recreation of the 
large staff of attendants at the Law Courts.. The chair will be taken on 
the 26th-by Mr. Francis A. Stringer, and the vice-chair by Mr. Arthur T. 
Pask. Mr. A. Leigh Pemberton will act as M.C. We are requested to 
state that tickets (prices, chairman’s table, 2s. 6d. ; other tickets, 1s. each) 
may be obtained from any of the attendants in uniform at the Royal 
Courts of Justice. 

It is stated that in consequence of the transfer of the New Trial Paper 
to the Court of Appeal, three Queen’s Bench Division Courts only will be 
formed to sit in Banco during the ing Hilary Sittings, instead of four 
as hitherto, while eight of the judges will, according to present arrange- 
ments, be told off to sit and dispose of special and common and non-jury 
actions,the lists of which are somewhat in arrear. The only difficulty in 
the way of carrying out this scheme will be the want of sufficient courts, 
as, including the Lord Chief Justice’s court, there are only ten Queen’s 
Bench Division Courts altogether, so that the problem will be where to 
locate the eleventh court. 


A number of advocates, attorneys, pleaders, and vakeels of the Calcutta 
High Court assembled in the Chief Justice’s Court on December 5, and 
there were on the bench Sir Comer Petheram and Justices Prinsep, Pigot, 
Macpherson, Trevelyan, Tottenham, Amir Ali, Bannerjee, and Chuncer 
Madub Ghose. Mr. Woodroffe, on behalf of the . re their 

, first Chief 


of Sir Barnes Peacock was 


naintance. I knew him well, the manner of man he was, 





Mr, Freperick Swinson, solicitor (of the firm of (Shute & Swinson), of 
Birmingham, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths of the Supreme 
Court of Newfoundland. 


ractised, and in every character he was a man of the highest 


possible 
— It would be impossible to express too highly the feeling of respect 
for him entertained by everyone. . 
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COURT. PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or ReatstRags 1x ATTEXDANCE ON 





Date. Appeat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
7 No, 2. Cuitry. Norrnr. 
Monday, January ..........12 Mr. Godfrey Mr. Farmer Mr. Lavie 
y oa.2ali....2020018 Leach Rolt Carrington 
yee bl,-4th 303048 Godfrey Farmer ,  Lavie 
arsday ..... finan oh Ohae lb Leach Rolt Carrington 
ae 16 Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
EE 17 Teach Rolt Carrington 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
Stine. Kexkewicn. Romer. 
Monday, January ...........12 Mr. Pugh Mr. Pemberton Mr. Clowes 
. | SRR ecacnetpemetet: ial Ward Jackson 
Wednesday ......... eae Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
Thursday ...............00....15 Beal Ward Jackson 
ke: Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
Saturday SS Beal Ward Jackson 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1891. 


Srectat Norice.—During Hilary Sittings, until further notice, the 
Queen’s Bench New Trial Paper will be taken every week, but not in the 
same Court, that is to say, one week in Court I[., and the next week in 
Court IT., commencing the first week of the Sittings in Court I. Subject 
to the above arrangement, Chancery Final Appeals, Palatine Appeals, 
Chancery Interlocutory Appeals, and Lunacy Matters, will be taken on 
the usual days in Court II. Queen’s Bench Final Appeals, Bankruptcy 
Appeals, A Appeals, and. Queen’s Bench Interlocutory Practice 
‘Appeals, will be taken on the usual days in Court I. The detailed order 
of & Court work is given in the Hilary Sittings Paper. 

A Appeals { (with Assessors) will be taken in Court I. on days 
Ble appointed by the Court. 

Lamary matters will be taken in Court IT. on every Monday, at 11 
o cock. until farther notice. 


AprEats ror Hearse 
(Set down to Thursday, January 1, inclusive). 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE) AND 
THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 


For Judgment. 

In re Standard Manufacturing Co, ld, Lancaster Acts and Co’s Acts (claim 
of debenture holder=) app of J. Lowe & ors (debenture holders) from 
order of Viee Chancellor of the Lancaster C ‘ourt, dated May 20, dis- 
allowing claim (c.a.r. Nov 10—present Lord Chancellor and Lords 
Justices Bowen and Fry 

For Hearing. 
General List.) 
1890. 

Probate E E Warter, an infant, by her guardian v H de G Warter, an 
infant, by his ss app of 'E E Warter, by ber guardian, from judgt 
of the President, dated 24 Jume, that Will revoked by marriage July 1 
63 O generally by order dated Dec 18) 

Liv A District Registry In re J K Mainwaring,dec Crawford v Royal 

& other charitics In re J K Mainwaring, dec Crawford v 
Forshaw app of pits from judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 11, 
1990 July 31 ‘5 0 generally for fur evidence—liberty to apply when 


ready) 
Earl of Dichester v Raishicy app of dfts Jas Raishley & ors from jdgt of 
Mr. Justice Kekewich, dated 10 August Angust1l (security ordered 


19) 
Martin v Heath (2) app of T Bb Green, Pitff in second action from judgt 
of Mr Justice Chitty, dated 1 August, 1896 August 12 
In re Shipley Estates and Mundy’s Settlement Trusts & Settled Land 
Act, 1382 «app of Settlement Trustees from order of Mr Justice North, 
dated ith August, declaring Trustees not authorized to pay costs of im- 
August 25 


provement 
In re Liverpool Household Stores Assocn, id, & Co's Acts app of H W 


Blandi! order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 1L Aug Oct 22 
The. Co + Snook app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Keke- 
, dated 6 Aug Oct 31 
A ey -Giencral ¥ Morgan app of deft from order of Mr Justice North, 
Aug6é Nov 12 


a v oe app A pit from judgt of Mr Justice North, dated 
ject 
In re . dex, Lopes vy Hume-Dick a yp A deft trom order of Mr Jus- 
thee Stirling, dated 29 Nov, 1990, refusing liberty for sale and invest - 
ae rewidiuary estate Dec | 
Divorce EMG De Vere Beauclerk, petur,v A De Vere BKeauclerk, resp 
e the. petitioner trom judgt of Mr Justice Vntt, dated 14 Nov, refnsing 
A dimiution of marriage Dec 2 
Bown v The Centaur Cycle Co appof pit from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated 19 Nov, 1800 Dec 4 
Vine + Boyton app of pit from jadgt of Mr Justice North, dated Nov 26 


In re Jordan, dec, Gerjcantam + Btokes app A pit» from jodgt of Mr 
Susticg Kekowich, dated 16 Dec, 1489 Dee 5 
Vine v Kaleigh app A defts Alexander and Wile trom order of Mt Jux- 





tice Chitty, dated 15: Nov, 1390, declaring validity of ‘trust:for improve. 
ment and maintenance Dec 6 

Inre Contract, dated 6 Nov, 1890, for sale: of Real Estate, made between 
Eugene Arbib and C G Class and anor &V & P Act app of C @ Class 
& anr from order of Mr Justice North, dated 5 Nov, 1890 Dec 10 

In re the same Contract app of C - Class & anr from order of Mr Justice 
North, dated 24 Nov, 1890 Dec 1 

Williams v Marshall app of pit ‘next judgt of Mr Justice Bowen, dated 
Noy 21, 1890 Dec 16 

Saxby v Thomas spp of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Bowen, dated 16 
Dec, 1890 Dec 2 

In re Sir E H Page Sect Bart, dec (construction), Maberly v Blades 
app of deft Rev F F HM Blades from a of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated 29 Nov, on originating summons Dec 23 

In re Woollcombe’s Will Trusts, Woollcombe v Woollcombe p of 
from order of Mr Justice Chitty, dated Dec 11, on application ‘tor fecha 
ration of plt’s interest under Will Dec 24 

Richards & ors v Butcher, and In re Walbaum’s Registered Trade-Marks, 
28,593, 28,594, and Trade Marks Acts app of plts Walbaum & Co from 
order of Mr Justice Kay, dated 12 Nov, expunging Trade-Marks from 
Register Dec 24 

In-re The Halifax Sugar Refining Co, 1d, & Co’s Acts app of exors of 
Hugh McCalmont, dec, from order of Mr ‘Justice Stirling, dated 16 Dec, 
, directing exors to be placed on contributory list Dec 31 


From the County Palatine Courts. 
Final List. 
1890. 
Cheetham v Oldham & Fogg app of plt from order of the Vice-Chan- 
cellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster dated 15 Jan Oct 22 (not 
before Ist Thursday in Feb) 


FROM ORDERS MADE ON INTERLOCUTORY MOTIONS IN THE 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Separate List. 
1890. 

Burn v London and South Wales Coal Co, ld & anr Co app of deft L & 
S W Coal Co from order of Mr Justice North, dated 28 Nov, directing 
applicant Co to give copies of documents to plt (pt hd, S O with liberty 
to restore) 

Welbourne v Porter app of defts from order of Mr Justice Kuy, dated 
6 June, refusmg to set aside judgt June 27 (restored after action 
revived) 

Tussaud & Sons, ld v De Pinna app of plts from order of Mr Justice Stir- 
ling, dated 6 Dec, directing motion for injunction to stand over until 
trial Dec 11 

In re Thos Owens, dec Owens v Green app of C B Cottam in person 
from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated 21 Nov, refusing a charging 
order for costs Dec 11 

In re pone Taylor, Stileman, & Underwood, solors expte A M L Payne- 
Collier app of AML Payne-C ‘ollier from refusal of Mr Justice Stirling, 
dated 28 Nov, to direct payment in subject to taxn or production of 
documents Dec 15 

Hamilton v Brogden app of deft Alexr Brogden from order of Mr Justice 

North, dated 18 Nov, giving liberty to sign judgt under ord 14° Dec 19 

Jenkins v Bushby app of plts from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated 
1 Dec, refusing trial by jury Dec 20 

In re Wm. Heseltine, dec Woodward v Heseltine app of deft Lewis 
Simmons from order of Mr Justice North, dated 12 Dec, restraining 
dealing, &c, with goods under bill of sale Dec 20 

Cox v Bennett app of plts from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
1 Dec, disallowing items in trustees’ accounts Dec 22 

J W Sey v W Griffith & Co app of plt from order of Mr Justice Keke- 
wich, dated 15 Dec, refusing appln to examine plt abroad under existing 
or further commission Dec 22 

In re Ormerod, Grierson, & Co, ld & Co’s Acts (expte Official Liquidator) 
app of Liquidator from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated 2 Dee, 
refusing appln for payment of Liquidator’s charges out of f unds 
belonging to Deb Holders Dec 24 

Barney & Birmg, &c, Banking Co, ld v Joshua Stubbs, ld, & anr In re 
Joshua Stubbs, 1d, & Co's Acts app of Official Liquidator from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 3 Dec, granting leave to proceed with action * 
and refusing motn to appoint ap’ pellant receiver Dec 24 

Daniel v Ferguson app of deft sa order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated 
19 Dec, restraining obstruction of light and directing removal of wall 
Dec 24 

Jones v Watts app of plts from order of Mr Justice North, dated 19 Nov, 
allowing objections to Taxing Master's certificate Dec 29 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND 
ADMIRALTY (ADMIRALTY) DIVISIONS, 
For Hearing. ” 
Final List. 
1890, 


Williams v Buchanan (Alexander 4rd party) app of pltff from order of 
the Lord Chief Justice & Mr Justice Hawkins on re a Special Referee 
‘oa v Feb 27, 1889— rn Master of Rolle and Lords Justices Bowen 
& Fry-—on Feb 1, 1890, directod by Master of Rolls & Lord Justice I'ry 
to be put into List 

Cronheim v Sedgwick app of dft Sedgwick from judgt of Mr Justice Day, 
dated 16 July, at trial Pa chout a jury in Middlewex August 1 

The Whitehaven Ship Building Co 1d (in liquidation) v Kiusvell & ore app 
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of: dfts from. judgt of Mr Justice Vaughan Williams; dated: July °48, at 
trial without a jury at Carlisle August 2 macotciant Son taeme 
Davis (trading, &c)v Rogers and anr’ app’ of dft’ Rogers rene rem 
Lord Justice Lopes, dated August 4, at trial withoutajury:in Mi x 
August 12 (security ordered October 24) } 
Mason & Barry ld v The Comptoir d’Escompte de Paris. app of plts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated July 31, at trial without) a jury in 
Middlesex August 15 (to stand over till notice given by order dated 
Dec 5) 
Steinman & Co vy The Angier Line (1887) ld (Damage to cargo) app of Defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice A L Smith, dated 5 August, at a trial without 
a jury at Derby August 19 
Jones v Williams app of Pltf from judgt of Justices Denman and Wills, 
dated 29 January, after trial before Mr Justice Manisty with special jury 
at Carmarthen August 23 
Winfield & Sons vy Snow Brothers. app of Pltfis from judgt of Mr Justice 
Hawkins, dated 11 August, at trial without -a jury at Birmingham 
August 27 
Dobell & Co & ors v The Steamship Bencroy Co ld appof Defts from judgt 
of Mr Justice A L Smith, dated 29 July, at trial without a jury at Liver- 
pool August 27 
Smith v The Northern Enamelled Iron Cold app of Pltff from judgt of 
Mr Justice Hawkins, dated 18 August, at trial without a jury at Bir- 
mingham Sept 2 ¢ 
Farnham v Peel app of Deft. from findings of Judge & judgt of Mr Jus- 
tice Lawrance thereon, dated 13 August, at trial without a jury at Bir- 
mingham Sept 5 
Chancery Action Lawder v Goucher appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justice Lawrance, dated 11 Aug, at trial without a jury at Shrewsbury 
Oct 21 
Trish v Clavson app! of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Charles, dated 4 
Nov, on claim & counter claim with a jury in Middlesex Noy 1 
Europaische Wassergas Actien Gesellschaft v London & Colonial Finance 
Corpn 1d appl of defts from judgt of Lord Justice Lopes, dated 6 Aug, 
at trial without a jury in Middlesex Nov 6 
Beckett & anr v Tower Assets Co ld appl of plts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Cave, dated 1 Nov, setting aside assessment of damages by jury after 
trial with special jury in Middlesex Nov 11 
Rirmingham District Registry South Staffordshire Trams Co v Sickness 
& Accident Assce Assoc appl of plts from judgt of Mr Justices Day & 
Lawrance, dated 29 Oct, on special case Nov 11 
Overseers of Parish of Putney v L & S W Ry Co app of defts from judgt 
of Justices Day & Lawrance, dated 28 Oct, on special case Nov 13 
Urmston (Treasurer, &c) v Whitelegg, Bros (Q B Crown Side) appl of 
pit from judgt of Justices Day & Lawrance, dated 5 Nov on app! from 
judgt of county court Nov 15 
Oakley vy Marston appl of deft from judgt of Baron Pollock, dated 7 Nov, 
at trial without a jury in Middlesex Nov 17 
Neil & anr v Hayward appl of deft in person from judgt of Mr Justice 
Day, dated 10 June, at trial without a jury in Middlesex Nov 17 
N E Ry Co v Mayor, &c of Kingston-upon-Hull app of plts from judgt 
of Justices Day and Lawrance, dated 31 Oct, on special case Nov 18 
Fulton v Pipe app of plt from judgt of Lord Justice Lopes, dated 30 July, 
at trial without a jury in Middlesex Nov 20 
Clink v Radford & Co ‘app of defts from judgt of Baron Pollock, dated 5 
Nov, at trial with a jury in Middlesex Nov 20 
Shepherd v Berger (QB Crown Side) app of plt from judgt of Justices 
Day and Lawrance, dated 4 Nov, on app from the Mayor's Court Nov 25 
Moir v Marten & others app of defts Puleston, Brown, & Co from judgt 
of ae gag Grantham, dated 4 Nov, at trial without a jury in Middle- 
sex Nov 27 
Hendry v Von Weissenfeld app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Charles, 
dated 7 Nov, at trial without a jury in Middlesex Nov 29 
Lessing v Horsley app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 
12 Nov, at trial without a jury in Middlesex Dec 3 
Stogdon v Lee app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated 4 July, 
at trial without a jury in Middlesex Dec 4 S ion v¥ Lee app of 
deft from order of Justices Mathew and Grantham, dated 5 Nov, Shes. 
ing to limit receivership by excluding income and arrears, and notice of 
contention by plt (to come with the final app by order) 
Evans v The Newfoundland Ry Co & others “pp of pit from judgt of Mr 
Atay A. L. Smith, dated 22 Nov, at trial without a jury in Middlesex 
ec 4 
Howlett on behalf, &c vy The Mayor, &c of Maidstone app of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Denman, dated 15 Nov, at trial without a jury at 
Maidstone Dec 5 
Smith, Hill, & Go vy Pyman, Bell, & Co app of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Charles, dated 15 Nov, at trial without a jury at Leeds Dee 5 
Condy v Blaiberg app of pit from judgt of nonsuit of Mr Justice 
Charles, dated 26 Nov, at trial with common jury in Middx Deo 6 
A Lavesseur & anr, liquidators of La Societe Industrielle et Commerciale 
des Metaux v Mason & Barry, ld app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice 
Day, dated 27 Nov, at trial of issue without a jury in Middx Dee 9 
Lewis v The Pontypridd, Caerphilly, & Newport Ry Co app of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Denman, dated 22 Nov, at trial without a jury 
in Middx Dee 11 
Baylis v Hall, Sou, & Lord app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, 
dated 2 Dec, at trial without a jury at Manchester Dec 11 
De Sousa vy Cobden app of deft from Jude of Mr Justice Day, dated 24 
Novy, at trial without a jury in Middx yo 12 
Murray v Warren app of deft Warren in person from judgt of Mr Justice 
p ~~ dated 2 Dee, with a special jury in Middx Deo 15 
The Tynedale Steamship Co, ld v ‘The Newcastle-on-Tyno Home Trade 





Insurance Assocn app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated 20 
Nov, at trial without-a jury in Middx Dec 16 
Unwin v Hanson app from judgt of Baron Pollock, dated 29 July, 
oe eee De ee Worteen die ny oF pls tram nda 
Newman v The - Western t 
of nonsuit, dated 6 Dec, after trial before Mr Ps fn Stephen with a 
jury in’ Middx Dec.19 
Kinnell & Co v Clements & Co app of dems from die of the Lord. Chief 
Justice, dated 30 Oct, at trial without.a jury in Dec 23 ysixont 
Pyke'v Day & aur of defendants from judgment of Mr Justiee Day, 
dated 8 Dec, at trial without a jury in Middx Dec 25 aby’ 
189] 


ur y Bate app of pltfrom judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated 15 Dee, 
at trial without a jury at Lancaster. Jan 1 
FROM ‘THE QUEEN'S BENCH DIVISION: 
New 


Trial k 
(For Hearing before the Cour of Appeal.) 


1890. ' 

Bradford District Reistry = & att v Wheatley applin of pits for 
new trial on app from verdict and judgt at trial before Mr Justice 
Vaughan Williams, at Bradford May 27 

Bradford District Registry Taylor & anr v Cragg ge of pits for new 
trial on app from verdict and judgt at trial before “Mr Justice Vaughan 
Williams, at Bradford May 27 

Terriss y Cornwell and the Empire Printing and Publishing Co Id appla of 
Defts for judgment or new trial on app from verdict and judgment at 
trial before Mr Justice A. L Smith, in Middlesex. May 29 ; 

Dibley v The Victoria Steamboat Assocn  appln of Defts for verdict and 
judgt upon findings of j on app from direction and judgt at trial 
before Mr Justice Cave, ™m June 2 

Semmens vy The Bute Docks Co and, Edward Robertson & Co of 
Bute Docks Co for judge or new tfial on app from verdict and j at 
trial before Baron with special jury, in Middlesex June 11 

Pittard v Oliver appln of pltff for j or new trial on app from direction 

j i ike Mir Jestse Sede ne ee eg : 

Lund vy Brocklesby & anr appln of j or new. trial on app 
from verdict and judgt at eT betore Mr Jebee Mathes, in Middlesex 
June 14 

Heath v Moore appln of defts, Moore & Boyd, for new trial — 
verdict and judgt at trial before Mr Justice Grantham, in Mi x 
June 16 Same.action appln of defts, King, Sell, & Railton, Id, for 
new trial June 19 : 

Bolander vy Davies appin of vod for new trial on 
and judgt at trial before Mr Justice Hawkins, in Middlesex June 24 

Webley v Lowe app of deft for judgt or new trial on app from verdict 
and judgmt at trial before Baron Huddleston, in Middlesex June 27 

Evens v Fenton PR of deft for j or new trial on. from i 

j i fore Mr Justice , in Middlesex vi 

Robinson & Co v Ricardo of deft. for judgt or new trial on app 
from verdict and judgt at trial before Mr Justice Mathew, in Middlesex 
July 3 

Williamson vy Savill Bros appln of pit for new trial on app from verdict 
and judgt at trial before Baron Huddleston, with special jury, in Mid- 


nm of defts for new trial on app 
judgt at trial before r Justice Grantham, in Middlesex July li 

Lamley vy The Mayor, &c, of East Retford appin of defts for judgt or 
new trial on app from verdict and judgt at trial, before Mr Justice 
Grantham, in Middlesex July 12 

Evans v Langley. appin of pit for new trial on counter claim or judgt on 
app from verdict and j at trial, before Mr Justice Cave, at Wor- 
cester July 14 

Gibbins v Cumberland & aur appln of pit to set aside judgt entered for 
deft at trial before Mr Justice Grantham, with a jury in 
July 14 

Carey & Wife v Long’s Hotel, ld appln of defts for judgt or new trial on 
app from findings of ial jury and judgt at trial, before Baron 
Pollock, in Middlesex July 15 4 

Ball v Corbett Ot deb die: juts s2'ear ehh ante ees ae 
and judgt at , before Mr Justice Grantham, in Mi July 17 

Hayes v Burgess Gt dott hor julgt te meet narep Seaweetint 
and judgt at trial, before Mr Justice Grantham, im Midd Hayes v 
Burgess appln of pits for judgt July 18 

Gower v Tobitt & anr Fe eS ncaa from 
findings and judgt W Verey, Esq, Official Referee, in Medion 
July 22 


Steel ¥ The Dartford Local Board appla ef pit for judgt or new trial on 
app from nonsuit at trial, before Mr Justice Grantham, in Middle- 


sex July 23 
Phelps, James, & Co & ors ¥ C G Hill & ors of pits for judgt or new 
trial on app from verdict and jdgt at trial, Mr Justice Mathew, 


in Middlesex July 28 

Turner v Goldsmith” appla of ptf to set aside jdt entered for aft at trial 
before Mr Justice Grantham with a jury in Middleex July 25 

Stevens v J Hinshelwood & Oe of afts for jdt or new trial on app 
from vendict at trial, before Mr Justice Lawrance, in Miidlesex Same 


act not for July 29 
Bement etoeadd = n of aft for iigt or new trial on from 
5 aera eae rattce- Sur Deatne Gunnthann,tn. aedbeeen 
uly 30 
Joyner ¥ Weeks — appln af ptf for j or new trial on from 
findings and judgt at tral before G W Hemming, By, QC nail 
Referee in Middlesex July 90 
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Crumbie v The Wallsend Local Board appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on app from verdict and judgt at trial before Mr Justice Wills, at 
Newcastle August 1 

v Everett appln of deft to set aside judgt entered for pltff at 
trial before Mr Justice Grantham, and for inquiry as to title and validity 
of patent August 1 

Jamieson v Jamieson appln of pltff in formd pauperis for new trial on app 
from verdict at trial before Mr Justice Grantham, in Middlesex August 1 

Jamieson v Carden & ors appin of ptf in formd pauperis for new trial on 
app from verdict at trial before Mr Justice Grantham, in Middlesex 
August 1 

Sheppards, Pelly & Cov Wilkinson appln of dft for new trial on app 
from jdgt dismissing counter-claim at trial before Baron Pollock, in 
Middlesex August 2 

The Foreign Wine Growers Co, ld, v Hopkins appln of dft for jdgt or 
new trial on app from verdict and jdgt at trial before Mr Justice 
Denman, with special jury, at Guildford August 11 

Taylor v The London & North Western Ry Co appln of Deft for judgt or 
new trial on app from verdict and judgt at trial before Mr Justice A. 
L Smith with special jury, at Manchester August 11 

Bonas & Co v Alderson appln for new trial on app from verdict and judgt 
at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance, in Middlesex August 12 

Johnson v Taylor appln of Deft T. A. Holland for new trial on app from 
judgment entered by direction of G W Hemming, Esq, QC, Official 
Referee in Middlesex August 14 

Bishton v Hill (libel) applin of Deft for judgt or new trial on app 
from verdict and judgt, at trial before Mr Justice Cave at Stafford 
August 18 

Knowles v Duncan appln of Deft for new trial on app from verdict and 
judgt, at trial before Baron Huddleston and special jury at Lewes 
October 1 


Greaves v Sykes appln of Deft for judgt or new trial on app from verdict 


ber 

Speight v Gosnay appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app from ver- 
dict and judgt at trial before Mr Justice Charles and common jury at 
Leeds Oct 18 

Bradney v Sanger appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app from ver- 
dict and judgt at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance, with special jury at 
Birmingham Oct 24 

Stuart v Bell appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app from verdict 
and judgt at trial before Mr Justice Wills with a special jury at Leeds 
Oct 25 

Brown & Co v Shropshire Iron Cold appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
Ceo: oe agg and judgt at trial before Mr Justice Charles at 

Oct 31 


Hammond v Waterton appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt at trial before Mr Justice Vaughan Williams at Car- 
i Oct 31 


Alleock & ors v Hall & ors appln of deft for new trial on appl from part 
of verdict and findings at trial before Mr Justice Hawkins with a special 
jary at Nottingham Nov 5 

Heckscher v Crosley & Burn & anr appln of pltf for new trial on appl 
from judgt of nonsuit at trial before Mr Justice Denman with special 
jury in Middlesex Nov 6 

Pickett v Lyon appln of plt for judgt or new trial on appeal from verdict 

trial before Baron Huddleston with special jury at Lewes 


Thomson v Isaacs & Son appin of plt for judgt or new trial on app from 
part of verdict and judgt on deft’s counter-claim at trial before Mr Jus- 
tice Denman with a jury in Middlesex Nov 10 

Union Bank of London, ld v Sweeting appln of deft in person for judgt 
or new trial on app from verdict and judgt on counter-claim at trial 
before Mr Justice Denman and a jury in Middlesex Nov 11 

Medawar v Grand Hotel Co, ld appln of pit for judgt or new trial on 

from verdict and judgt of Mr Justice A L Smith at trial with a 
jary in Liv a Nov 13 

Hale v The Waterburg Prospecting Syndicate appln of defts for new 
trial or judgt on app from verdict and judgt at trial before Baron 
Pollock and a special jury in Middlesex Nov 14 (winding-up order 
made by Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 16 Dec, 1890) 

Watkins v Meek appin of deft for judgt or new trial on app from verdict 
ane judgt at trial before Mr Justice Denman and a special jury in Mid- 
dlesx Nov 15 

Harris v Gordon, Harris v Grindley appln of defts Grindley & Co for new 
trial on app from verdict and judgt at trial before Mr Justice Charles 
with a in Middlesex Nov 18 

Dobbin v Wickes appln of defts for new trial on app from verdict and 
jadgt at trial before Mr Justice Wills with a jury in Middlesex Nov 19 

Heath v Stokes eppin of deft« for judgt or new trial on app from verdict 

at trial before Mr Justice A L Smith with a special jury in 


3 


; 


Nov 22 
ory are appin of pit for judgt or new trial on app from 
and judgt at trial of issue in Mayfield y Moxon before Mt Jus- 
tice and a common jury in Middlesex Nov 25 


Todd + Sheppard in of pits for judgt or new trial on app from findin 
and fadgt at etal som in Todd ¥ Moxon before Mr Justice ( *harlen 
and a common fury in Middlesex Nov 25 

Gray v Jones appin of deft for judgt or new trial on app from verdict 
oe tote at trial before Mr Justice Charles with a jury at Durham 


Patmore (Exor ke) v Bell appin of deft for judgt or new trial on app 





from verdict and judgt at trial before Mr Justice Stephen with special 
jury in Middlesex Nov 26 

Burriss v Davis & Cold appln of defts for new trial on app from verdict 
= judgt at trial before Mr Justice Stephen with a jury in Middlesex 
Nov 2 

Dickens v The Met Electric Supply Cold appln of plts for new trial on 
app from judgt of nonsuit at trial before Mr Justice Stephen with a 
special jury in Middlesex Dec 2 

Schroder vy The Merchants Marine Insurance Co ld appln of defts for 
judgt or new trial on app from verdict findings & judgt at trial before 
Mr Justice Denman and special jury in Middlesex Dec 3 

Wolff v May appln of plt in person for new trial on app from judgt of 

nonsuit at trial before Mr Justice Stephen with a jury in Middlesex 

Dec 3 ( 

Walklin v Johns appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app from verdict 
and judgt at trial before Mr Justice Charles and a common jury in 
Middlesex Dec 6 

Carruthers v Fisher appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app from 
verdict and judgt at trial before Mr Justice Day with a jury in Middle- 
sex Dec ll 

Saqui & anor v Lovering appln of deft for a new trial on app from verdict 
and judgt at trial before Mr Justice A L Smith with a common jury in 
Middlesex Dec 12 

Armitage v Hornsby & Sons 1d appln of plt for judgt or new trial on 
app from verdict of judgt of non-suit at trial before Mr Justice Denman 
with a special jury in Middlesex Dec 13 

Tucker v Tucker appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app from verdict 
& judgt at trial before Mr Justice Charles with a common jury in 
Middlesex Dec 16 

The Corpn of the Hall of Arts and Sciences (commonly known as the 
** Royal Albert Hall’’) v The Dowager Countess of Winchilsea & anr 
appln of defts for judgt or new trial on app from verdict & judgt at trial 
before Mr. Justice Stephen & a jury in Middlesex Dec 18 

Fox v A J White, ld appln of defts for new trial on app from verdict & 
judgt at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury at Leeds 
Dec 23 

Drake v Birchall appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app from verdict 
& judgt at trial before Mr Justice Day and special jury in Middlesex 
Dec 21 

Hargraves v Walker’ appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app from 
verdict and judgt at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and common jury 
at Leeds Dec 27 

1891, 


Esilman v Hassall appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app from verdict 
and judgt at trial with a jury at Salford Jan 1 


FROM PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND AMIRALTY DIVISION. 
(ADMIRALTY.) 
For Hearing. 
With Nautical Assessors. 
1890. 

Ship General Gordon (damage) The Great Grimsby Iee Co ld owners 
of the smack Almoner, and ors v The owners of the General Gordon 
app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Butt, dated 12th June 
July 18 

Ship Dione (damage) Elmore & Scott v Owners of Steamship Dione app 
of plts from judgt of Mr Justice Butt, dated 8th August August 9 

Ship Marpessa (damage) The Stoomvaart wage Nederland & ors 
v the Owners of the Marpessa & freight app of plts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Butt, dated 22nd July October 3 

Ship Queen Victoria (damage) Owners of Ship Ovington v Owners of ss 
Queen Victoria & freight app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice Butt, 
dated 6 Aug Oct 25 

Ship Accomac (salvage) owners, masters, & crews of steamships ‘‘ Inver- 
ness,”’ *‘ Flying Scud,’’ ‘“‘ Heather Bell,’ and ‘‘Spurn”’ v Owners of 
Ship Accomac, cargo & freight Owners of Ship ‘‘ Accomac,’’ cargo & 
frieght and owners of Ship ‘‘ Albert Edward ’’ and ors v Owners of Ship 
Accomac, cargo and freight appl of plts in first action from judgt of 
the President, dated 11 Dec, 1890 Dec 18 

V.B.—Admiralty Appeals without Assessors (if any) are taken in order of 

date of setting down in the Queen’s Bench Final List. 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Sitting in Bankruptcy.) 
1890, 

In re Prince Alexis Soltykoff Expte H G Margrett appl of petitioning 
creditor from order of Mr Realtor Linklater, dated 29 Noy refusing 
receiving order 

FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Interlocutory List. . 
1890. 

Showers & ors v The Chelmsford Union Assessment Committee (Q B Crown 
Side) appl of Showers & ors from order of Justices Day & Lawrance, 
dated 4 Nov affirming poor rate under 12, 13 Vie e 45,811 Nov 26 

Roberts v Tyres and i re j obtained by Roberts against Tyser, 
dated 19 May, 1888 appl of pltf, from order of Justices Mathew & 
Grantham, dated 6 Nov refusing entry of satisfaction upon judgt agned 
19 May, 1888 Dec 4 

Pratt & anor v Russell appl of deft from Justices Stephen & Charles, 
affirming order of judge in chambers refusing unconditional leave to 
defend Dec 24 
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g 1891 
Armour v Bate appl of pltf from order of Mr Justice Wills, dated 15-Dec, 


at Lancaster, to postpone trial Jan 1. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION.. 
Hitary Srrriwes, 1891. 
Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
(Set down to Thursday, January 1st, inclusive.) 

Motions, Petitions, and Short a will be taken on the usual days, 
as stated in the Hilary Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Chitty will take Witness Actions on the following days— 
viz., February 3, 4, 5, 10, 11, 12, 17, 18, 19, 24, 25, 26. His lordship will 
sit in Chambers every Monday during the Sittings. In the weeks when 
Non-Witness Actions are taken, Further Considerations will be taken on 
Tuesdays. In the weeks when Witness Actions are taken, Further 
Considerations will not be taken on Tuesdays, but may be taken on 
Saturdays. 

Mr. Justice North will take Witness Actions on Tuesday, January 20, 
and continue them on Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and Thursdays, until 
further notice. 

Mr. Justice Stirling will take Witness Actions on days to be appointed 
by his lordship, after the commencement of the Sittings. His lordship 
will sit in Chambers every Monday during the Sittings. 

Mr. Justice Kekewich will take Witness Actions on days to be appointed 
by his lordship, after the commencement of the Sittings. His lordship 
will sit in Chambers every Monday during the Sittings. Liverpool and 
Manchester Business will be taken as follows :—Motions on days appointed 
for Motions. Petitions, Short Causes, and Adjourned Summonses on 
Saturdays. Summonses in Chambers on Friday afternoons, Liverpool and 
Manchester Summonses being taken on alternate Fridays, commencing 
with Liverpool Summonses on Friday, January 16th. 

Mr. Justice Romer will take Witness Actions every day in the order as 
they stand in the Cause Book. 

Adjourned Summonses will be taken as follows :—Mr. Justice Chitty, 
with Non-Witness Actions, a Procedure Summonses, which (if any) 
are taken every Saturday ; Mr. Justice North on Fridays and Saturdays ; 
Mr. Justice Stirling also on Fridays and Saturdays; Mr. Justice Kekewich 
on Saturdays. 

N.B.—The above Note as to Adjourned Summonses is subject to altera- 
tion as their lordships may direct. 


Before Mr.. Justice Currry. 
Causes for trial (with witnesses). 


Birmingham Canal Navigations v 
Tupper & Co act 


Freemantle v Lafitte act (May 1) | Guardi of St Saviour’s Union v 
Thompson v McMurdo act The Stanhope Cold act 
In re W. Rackham, dec. Ormandy | The London, Tilbury, & Southend 


Ry Co v The East & West India 
Dock Co and London & East 
India Docks Joint Committee act 
Taylor v Buzzard act 
Boyle, Campbell & Co v Sacker act | In re John Lane, dec Hiscock v 
(S.O. till after Russian suit dis- Bankes act 
posed of) Dale v Dale act 
The Western Wagon & Property Co | Small v Chapman act (S O till 
ld v West act after answer to interrogatories) 
Hyslop v Morei Bros. Fuller v Impey act 
by order) Hancock & be ldv Fry act 
Bolton vy Salmon & ors act The Inventions Trust Assocn ld v 
Chapman v Caledonian Insce Co Cole & Co act (secy for costs 


v Rackham act. Same action 
Trial of third party notices served 
by defts E. A. Rackham, R. N. 
Cook & Wm. Forester 


act (set down 


act (to come on with Small v ordered) 
Chapman when ready) Waugh v Peacock act (order for 
Morris v Bebro (1888, M 3,273) act examination of witnesses abroad) 


Anderson v Lansdown act 

Dando v The New La Plata Mining 
& Smelting Co, ld The New La 
Plata Mining & Smelting Co, ld v 

. poy mol act 

nre mess Craignish, dec Craig- 

M Melacrino & Co v B M Melacrino nish v Hewitt act - 
&ors act (8 O till after return | Thomas v Hume, Webster, Hoare & 
of commission to Egypt) Co t 

Holly v Emmett act Wood v Williams act (set down 

Blaydes vy Selby act without pleadings by order) 

Ramuz v Earl Sondes act Thornton v Daniel act 


Morris v Bebro (1889, M 66) act 
(postponed by order to come after 
No. 80 

Tnre Hudson, dec Harris v Strachan 
act (8 O till return of Commis- 
sion to Ceylon) 


Arnold & Sons v Lynch & Co 1889{ Bryen v Glyn = act 
A 739 act Mapleson v Boosey & Co act 
Arnold & Sons v Lynch & Co 1889 | Worthington vy Moore act & mf j 
A 480 act ) St Clair v The Manica Oplin Mining 


Sampson v The Royal Aquarium & 
Summer & Winter Garden Soc, ld | I 
act = (re-transferred from Mr 
Justice Romer) 

Creasy vy Dunmere act (re-trans- 
ferred from Mr Justice Romer) 

In re Robert Millard, dec Millard 
v Millard = act 

In re Harrison, dec 

t 


Co, ld aet 

» v Ainley Sons & Co act 
(discontinued against Local Board 
—continued against Ainley Sons 
& Co, but to stand over until after 
mandamus in Q B Division is dis- 


posed of) 
Leech v Lewis, ld act 
Nichols v John Lewis & Co act 
Boursot v Boursot act 
‘The Midland Ry Co vy The Met Ry 


Smith v Allen 


act 
In re R Harrison, dec Allen v Cort 





act Co act 


| 


‘Inrw 8 





Pink vy Pink act - 
Matthew v Munday act 
Hubbard v Elverston act 


Matthews v Saunders act 

The Fourth City. Mutual Benefit 
Building Soc v Wood act 

Smith v Bowler act 

Phillips vJones act 

Wigan v Hoppe act 

Rickard v Macalister act 

Lockyer v Powell act 

Cameron v Jones act 

In re Robson, dec Robson v 
Hamilton adj sums (cross-exami- 
nation) 

Davies v Plain act ~ 

Singleton v Mitchell act 

Sa emp vy Quinn act 

‘arn v Prime (2) act 

Sir W G Armstrong & Co, ld v Pit- 

kin 


act 

In re Thos Price, dec In re E B 
Edwards, dec In re L Price, dec 
Price v Pontypool Gas & Water 
Co act 

King v Harry act (pauper) 

Charsley v Harris act 

Turner v Elliott act 

The Defence Vessel Construction 
Co, ld, v Scott act 

ITill v Bischofswerder act 

Crossley Bros v Andrews & Co, ld 


act 

Andrews & Co, 1d v Crossley Bros, 
ld act 

Colman v Colman act 

Jones v Beard act 

Hartley v Dearden act 

Garnett v Carver act 

Goode v Sharwood . act 

Tooley v Balkis Consolidated Co, 1d 


act 

Bell v The Gresham Life Assurance 
Society act (S O till return of 
commission) 

Tn re Gyles, dec, Gyles v Collinson 
act 

Montagu v Burton act 

Reid v Whiteley act 

In re Whitchurch, dec, Cotton v 
Prowse act 

The Croydon Ironmongery Co, ld, v 
Davies act 

Skelton v Schwabe act 

Lindsay v Curtis act 

Richards v Unett, Moore, Bayley, & 
Co act 

Warren v The Central Permanent 
Building Society act 

Bonham ( ied woman) v Ellis 
act 

In re Earl of Caithness, dec 
Buchanan v Sinclair act 

George v Greener act 

The Royal Exchange Assurance £& 
ors v Norton act 

Beecham v Thompson act 

The Unity Gold Mining Co v The 
African Gold Share Investment 
Co, ld 

Gunnell vy Woods act 

Brear v Hirst act 

De Stafford v Nevile act 

Bliss v Hart € anr act 

Cleworth v The National Provident 
Institution act 

A Bosdet & Co v Patten act 

Nickalls v Philips act 


Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 


Saxby v Farmer act for trial and 
sums to vary Chief Clerk's certifi- 
ag under order dated 8 Aug pt 
h 

In re R Davidson, dec Davidson v 


Creek adj sums (GS O July 22 
ai . y | In re S Lawson, dec 


j 
Symonds vv 


restored by consent) 


y order) 
In re the Same ( Scott) adj 
as Rigs » restored by 
The Wearmouth Permanent Benefit 


Soc v Brown mf 
v Jowers act (8 O till evi- 
dence com: ) 
Ward v Royal 


pleted 
Exchange 
Co, 1d_ expte Lancaster, ,& 
Co adj sums (SO 31 May for 
further evidence restored by ord) 
Bush v Smith act m fj (short) 
Rogers v Hewitt act (S.O. till evi- 
dence 


completed) 
nvidia et eeb y=) 
ihn oe sums (Order 
In re J Wicks’s Estate Wicks v 
Wicks adj sums (admn) 
In re R Wi 


Trusts Jefferson v Perkins adj 
sums 

Dean v Dean act 

Perry vy Eames motn to be treated 
as trial of action on issues of law 
and fact 

Salaman v Eames motn to be 
treated as trial action as in “‘ Perry 
v Eames ”’ 

The Mercer’s Co y Eames motn as 


in two vious Cases 
The F Local Board v Smith 
motn to be treated as trial of act 


In re the Earl of Caithness’s Estate 
Leslie v Caithness adj sums 
bd a v Rackham adj sums 

(ti 
In re B Hodgkins’ Estate Boswell 
v Pratt adj sums expte Re- 


In we W 8 Dible, dec Rodgers 
n re : v 
Dible adj sums dated 27 


hd 6 Aug—restored by order 
we J *s Estate Mines v 
Walton (construction) adj sums 


under Order 

In re Davy’s Trusts Expte A B 
Willoughby and Conveyancing 
Act, 1881 adj sums to remove 
restraint on anticipation 

In re Drummond & Davies's Con- 
tract and V and P Act adj sums 

In re Howard’s Settmt 
Paget v Castle Rising Hospital 
expte Settmt Trustee (constrac- 
tion) adj sums 

In re W Armitage’s Estate Holt v 


Holt (construction) adj sums 
Inr JS r’s Estate Moorsom 
v Tate |j sums 


In re W Salmon's Estate Bush v 
Bush adj sums 
Armstrong v Armstrong m f j 
(short) = 
In re Bullimore’s Settmt. Willis v 
Burchell adj sums (title) 
Walker v Walker *s motn for 
yment out Walker v Waker 
‘ft’s motion to vary interim re- 
| port Walker v Walker  pit's 
/ motn to adopt final report 
| Walker vy Walker deft’s motn to 
vary Official Referee’s report 
| In re Moore & Burton’s Contract & 
V & P Act adj sums Ex pte 
Purchaser 
In re T V S Gooehk, an infant, & 
| @uardianship of Infants Act, 1886 
adj swms pte Lady Gooch 
|Tn_ re V Nevin, an 
Guardianship of Infants Act, 
1886 adj sums to appt guardian 
Birt v Hinton 





Tuke © adj sumns (restored by | Twynam v Neath Harbour Comms 


onder) 

Tn re Poor Allotments of the Parish 
of Walton-on- & Trustee 
Relief Act (expte Hewitt & ors) 


adj sums (ord 55) 
mf 
Tn re & Ratcliffe’s Con- 


tract (objections to title) Ex 
we adj sums ” 





adj samns (8 0°25 Oct, restored” 


’s Estate Caffull. 
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in re HA Gaynne, ten, Brooks ¥. 


In re Soinal Gurney’s. Trusts 
Gurney v West Ham School Board 
Ex pte Residuary Legatees adj 
sums 





Procedure Summons. 
Jones vy Insole appln of deft to 
strike ont amended claim 


Further Considerations. 

In re S Hurst, dec Addison v 
Topp far con & two sums to 
vary (hd Dec 11 & 13—restored as 
pt hd, but not before Jan 20) 

Tn re W B Taylor, dec Stephenson 
v Taylor fur con (not before 
Jan 24 

In re , dec Walker v 
Smith fur con 

Loder v Loder 3rd fur con 

Forster v Forster 2nd fur con 

In re John Betts, dec Jones y Butt 
fur con adj from Chambers and 
sums to vary 


‘Befare Mr. Justice Norru. 
Canses for Trial (with witnesses). 
Graeme v Walker act 
Rentinck v London Joint - Stock 
Bank, ld act (not before 15 Feb) 
Parnell v Halkett Halkett vy Parnell 
act 8.0. 14 days after filing of 
last further affidavit 
Bruce v Watling act 
Fletcher ¥ Golland act 
Lescher v Hart act 
Gas Patents Syndicate 1d v Lindsay 
“t 


ac 

Willoughby v Paulet Brandon v 
Willoughby act counter-claim 
&mfj 

p= v Whitehead act (revived) 

v Hanbury act 

rp “s Harrison Usher v Harrison 

_ act 
vv tact 

In re love Wetter Webster v Webster 
act 

Low v Bouverie act 

Lane v Godfrey act 

In re Lawes Baylis v Rees act 

Stuart v Hobson act (not before 
1 Feb) 

Davillier ¥ McMurdo act 


Hards v Ford, Lloyd, & Co act & 


In re Bennett The 
» Assce Co vy Sharpe 


Comey ¥ act 

Chester v Harris act 

Cowley v Stocken act 

A. Pirie & Sons, ld ¥ Goodall & Son 
act & motn to rectify 

Commercial Monk of Scotland ld v 
Sanders 


Burpess + Ve Ho domck act 
Matthews v Mastic act 
Sladen v Shemwell act 
Gamer ¥ Coad act 
Russell v Sudeley act 
Beecham y Turton act 
Parret v Burnett act 


Kenrick v Danube Colles &e Co, 1d | 


aet 
Ballock ¥ Jones act 
Grosvenor ¥ White act 
Knowles ¥ Scott act 
Parker v Fariong act 
United Friendly ve Building 


Socy v Hobbs 
In re G. Walker “Walker v Walker 
act 
vW mt 
sa, 
=a Geatebrook § Coxwell v Paine 


Wedcok + P, at 
Tarbatt & ore + Holland act 








Faulders Brewery Co, ]d y Bownass 
act i ‘ 
pett v Strutt «act 
The New Land Development Assoc 
™ ‘y Lewisham Dist of Works 


rb cW Giles Real& Pers] Advance 
Cold v Giles act 

In re Walker Turley y Walker. act, 
m f j and third party notice 

Hardwick v Morton. ..act 

Tosca & anor v. Young. act 
Wilkinson & anor v Griffiths Bros & 
Co act 

Moore vy North West..Bk ld. act.& 
m fj 

In re Aspinall Hudson y Warbur- 
ton Collinson y Hudson act 

Mackenzie vy Newton act 

Cole v Cole act 

Llewellyn v Simpson... act 

Mineral Residues Syndicate v Levant 
Mine Adventurers _ act 

Potter v Glover act 

Thomson v Hughes _ act 

Jackson v Pegg act 

Beadell v Beadell act 

Rose v Ainge _ act 

Holland v Wilson 
(short) 

Stuckey’s Bankg Co v Cohen act 

Lindoe v Alexander act 

Leveson-Tower v Jarrett act 

Nat] & Provl Bk of Engd 1d v Daniel 
act & m f j 

Pritchard & ‘00 ld in Liquidatn v 
Pritchard act 

In_ re McMurdo Penfield v Me 
Murdo adjd sums, pt hd 

The British Water Gas Syndicate, 
ld v The Nottingham and Derby 
Water Gas Co,1d act 

Nicholaz v Development and Invest- 
ment Co, ld act 

Bright v Eckersley act 

Newman v Yeats act 

Walker v Higgins act 

The People’s Co - operative, <c, 
3uilding Soc v Shaw act 

Showell v Perrins act 


at & mf j 


| Merridew v Morris act 


Hamilton v Hamilton act 

Chawshay v Cartland act 

Capel v Brown = act 

Filden vy Bond act 

In re Rendle Rendle v Rendle act 

Danks v Jones act 

Taylor v Taylor act 

In re Bliss Bliss v Bliss 

Automatic Weighing Machine Co. 
ld v National Exhibitor’s Assocn 
ld act 

Rayner v Winstanley act 

— v Hilder act 
Wilkinson v ee act 

Booty v Goodwin act 

The Lincoln Brick Co ld Handley 
act 

Manning v The Freshwater, &c, Co 
act 

Oldham v Metherell act 

Wilson v The Queen’s Club Id act 


Alliance Pure White Lead Syndi- | 


cate ld v McIvor’s Patents Id act 

Morris, Wilson & Co v Coventry 
Machinists’ Cold act & motn 

Viney v Lewis act 

Tims Schell v Cutler act 

Thesiger v York act 

Lloyd v Cli (motn entered in 
witness list by order) 

Belsey vy Brooks act 

Westinghouse Brake Co ld yv 
Williamson act 

Norton v urr act 

T & W Smith v Ballivant & ors 
act 

brett v Bowles act 

Fielding v Karl Northbrook act 

Peanmont v Provident Asace Co, ld 


at 

Ward vlangdon act 

Farrell y The Joint-Stock Assom 
act (restored) 





Langham ¥ v Hedges & Abell act 
Faull v act 
In're Stevens Stevens:v Stubbing- 


ton act 
In re Clench Draper vClench act 


Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 

Charles v Fuller judgt 

In re Gatward Gatward vy Gat- 
ward mfj 

Hunter v Union Finance Co, id 
m f j (short) 

Tu re Keeley Keeley v Courtney 
m fj (short) 

Woodhouse v Beliairs mf j (short) 

In re Cooper Cooper v Cooper act 


Adjourned Summonses. 
In re Earl of Leven & Melville 
Deacon v Earl of Leven 


In re Barton-upon-Humber & Dis- 
trict Water Co, ld & Co’s Acts 


Tn re Burfield Dean v Burfield 
In re The Birmingham Concert 


Halls, ld & Co’s Acts Ex parte 
Boord & Sons 

In re the Same Ex parte J J 
Nunn 


Elliott v Steel 

Gedye v Commsrs of Her Majesty’s 
Works & Public Bldgs 

In re Muspratt Muspratt v Blake 

In re Cox & Neave & V & P Act, 
1874 

In re Crawshay Dennis v Craw- 
shay, &c 

Handley v Hazlehurst 

In re Wright Whitehead v Stares 

In re Radcliffe Radcliffe v Bowes 

Badeley v Consolidated Bank, 1d 

Tn re Harris Fitzroy v Harris 

Harper v Eyre 

In re Thomas Richard v Thomas: 

In re J T Marshall, &c (taxation) 

In re Rees Williams v Lloyd 

Brown v Clark 

In re West West v West 

Hazeldine v Hazeldine 
answer, &c) 

Hazeldine v Hazeldine (for inspec- 
tion) 

Kennedy v Smith 

In re Miller Bevan v Miller 

In re The Portuguese Consolidated 
Copper Mines, ld, & Co.’s Acts 

In re Nathage Ellis v Barfield 

In re Capstick Capstick v Sim- 
monds 

Hamilton v Brogden 

In re Brace Welch v Colt 


(farther 


Further Considerations. 

In re Stevens Stevensv Keily fur 
con & sums 

Page v Page fur con 

Stead v Harper fur con 

In re Lockerby Lockerby v Muir 
fur con 

In re Elliott Elliot vJohnson fur 
con 

Rowley v Fiennes . far con 

Aget v Blacklock fur con & two 
sums 


Before Mr. Justice Srimiine. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
In re J Davis Joseph v Davis act 
‘to come on with another action 
when set down) 

Denman v Batten act 

Lowther v Caledonian Ry Co act 

The Gen Auction, Estate and Mone- 
tar7 Coy Smith act 

In re Robertson Moir vy Moir act 


sumns 

Reid v Ellis act 

(Gioodall, Backhouse & Co v Wil- 
kinson act 

Mears v Mockford act 

In re Brooke Crosby v Brooke 


act 

Hedger y Hedger act 

In re Jennings Jennings v Jennings 
met 











Scott v Natl Finance Corpn ld ath 

Horsley v Richards action 

Dodd v Schelding action 

Burton v Dodd act (advanced by 
order) 

Armstrong v Owray Gold Mining 
Co,ld act&mfj 

Edwards v Beckett ‘act 

Sebright v Fitzgerald act 

Gledhill v Maude act 

Hunt v Parry In re Parry 
Pierce Hunt v Parry — act 

Crump v Minter, act 

Keighley, Maxsted & Co v Bakewell 
act 


In rn 


Laing v Walker act (not before Ist 
March 


Couling v Gell act 

In re Fox Fox v Fox. act 

Hill v Bishton act 

Canning v Stone act & mf j 

In re Hodgson Thompson vy Wilson 
act 

Wilson v Thompson action 

Fuller v Dunean act 

New Asbestos Co, ld v Duncan act 

Hyde v The New Asbestos Co, ld 
act (advanced by order) 

Masters, &c of the Skinners Co, 
London v. Leadenhall Market, &e 
Co. act 

Colchester Brewery Co, ld v Har- 
wood act 

Simmons v Henderson act 

In re Cooper Greaves v Cooper act 

Parnell v Pitman act 

In re Nesbitt Nesbitt v Freeman 
act 

Faulkner v Stevens act 

United Telephone Cold v Lancashire, 
&e Ry Co act 

Same v London & N W Ry Co _ act 

O’Shea v Wood. act 


Staffordshire, &c Bk v Partridge 
act 
In re Owen Owenv Allman act 


Benham v Clarkson act 

Baring v Abingdon act 

Whately v Rippon act 

Birmington v Hill act 

Morley v Brodhurst act (trans- 
ferred from Mr Justice Chitty) 
(not before Feb 2) 

Ramsbotham v Fielding act 

Turney v Turney act 

Whitby v Whitby act 

Pedder v Pedder act 

Stephenson v Ovington act 

Davies v Gibson act 

Hooper v Cullener act 

Cross v Mein act 

Gavin v Hughes act 

Robertson v Hughes act 

Heathcote v Blair act (transferred 
from Q B Division) 

Steinwald v Van Raalte act 

Rippon v Brushfield act 

Bul rv Strange act 

Abbott v Howard act 

In re Park Cole v Park 
Cole claim against 
estate 

Brunton v Red Moss Works Co act 

Coombs v Wilks act 

Lloyd’s Bank, ld v Keen act 

In re Casey’s Trade- Marks, &c, and 
Patents, &c, Act m 

Stewart v Casey act (advanced by 


Park v 
testator’ s 


order) 
Duke of Sutherland v Heathcote 


act 
Woodman v Knowlps act 
Cox v Holman act 
Jones v Merionethshire, &c, Bldg 


act 
Froude v Wilberforce act 
Western Counties Ry Co v Anderson 
&Co act 
Rugby Portland Cement Co v Rugby 
and Newbould Cement Co, ld act 
Birch v Egan = act 
mae peg v Tate a 
Moul v Douglas 
In re Rudd Peal v v "Rudd act 
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Adney ¥ — ‘con & sums > * aig Snipiiee ve Peper ieee ©" Tne "Heditheote ‘Trench v Heath: 
Vernall v Tayler v Bell tub dope oa | Thornley v Lupton act te | ‘ we a9" 
Cunliffe v Beltite Explosives, ld act Styles v Stafford & Guy;°ld © fur} Cubitt v New Mand Development Inn ; Butchart v Heath- 
Best v Dodd act & mf j con & sums Assocn, 1d act 
Municipal Permt Invest Soc v Pol- Inte re Longley Longley v Wheater | Gray v Purves act ~ In te Trae Investment Trust id & 

lington act Ho v Skidmore act ’ m-th Aad Sera 
Farbenfabriken Vorm Fried Bayer Marshall v Borrowdale . Tondagn. 

& Co & hy Bowker act Before Mr. Tustice KEkEwIcH. eenk Co, ld ~. tang i. ae NE g 7 
Atkinson v Bower act a, . : . v Miles Inte Hartley. & 
In re Bayley) Worthington °-v| Cstses for trial (with witnesses)... | Tiovd v Margrive act “| Act 1874 

Bayley act In re Metn Coal Consumers’ Assoc, | Nuttall v Hargreaves v Slater 
Hampton v Davis act ld, & Co’s Acts Expte Edwards Beans v Margrett Geren? Bier? Hope v ’ D'Hedouville 
Wrensted v Eede act motn , In re Isaac Croubachi v Isaac 
Wagner v Costerlitz act In re the Same & Co’s Acts Expte ma re re Joel’s Letters Patent, ‘&c, v Cooke v Smith ‘7s 
Jones v Wemyss _act Hy Dunkley motn- Petn (not before Feb 1) Windham y Cooper 
In re MacIvor’s Patent & Co's Acts | In re the Same & Co's Acts Expte | Haley v Metcalfe at, wits In re Garston an Infant 


motn 

Lewis v Oldroyd act 

Lloyd v Fox act 

Price’s Patent Candle Co 1d v Price 
&Co act 

In re Heywood Heywood v Hey- 
wood act 

Leach v Hearn act 

Williams v Gregory act 

In re Carruthers Talbot v Car- 
ruthers act 

Simeon v Freshwater &c Ry Co act 

Wroath v Coathupe act 

Newton v Cohen act 

Bank of British North America v 
Anderson & Co act 

Pender v Brass act 

Young v Harris act 

ba a v Chamber Colliery Co, 

act 

ouniia vJ Jones & Son act 

Render v Macpherson act 

In re Wells Molony v Brooke act 
&mftj 

Radway v Titmas act 

Sykes v Crust act 

Norfolk v Harvey act 

Fritchley v Marshall act 

In re Walsh Underwood v Haiden 
act 

Cunningham v Todd = act 

Willcox v Black act 

Crowder v Cooper act 

Farr v The British Sublimed Lead, 
&e, Co act 

Beecham v Fisher act 

Jackson v Snell act 

In re Edgar Edgar v Edgar act 

Lampard v St George’s House, ld 
act 

Foster v Rowe act 

In re Bowman Bowman v Bowman 
act 


Causes for trial without witnesses 
and adjourned summonses. 

In re The Credit Co, ld, & Co’s Acts 
adj sums 

In re Blumberg & Co, 1d & Co's Acts 
adj sumns 

In re The Aurum Co, Id, & Co’s Act 
— Sulybach motn to rectify 

ster 

Griffith v Pound adj sums restored 

Robertson v Harlopp adj sums 

In re Low Gamble v Low adj 
sums 

Barrow v Barrow adj sums 

In re Broughton Barnard v Stock- 
ton adj sums 

Tn re Credit Co, ld, & Co’s Acts 
Expte Liquidator adj sums 

In re Goodbody Williams v Rod- 
dand adj sums 

In re W J Cross Cuturi v Cross 
mf 

Stone v Lickorish adj sums 

sag v Richmond adj swims 

In re The Helen’s & District ‘Trams 
Co Yee ga v The Company 
adj sw 

chalk v ‘Abethell act 

In re Reeve Reeve v Reeve mf j 
& adj sums 

Wills v Lycett m fj (short) 

Further Considerations. 
In re Forster Forster v Budd fur 





JK Aston motn 

In re the Same & Co’s Acts Expte 
RV Green motn 

In re the Same & Co’s Acts Expte 
R Lord motn 

In re the Same & Co’s Acts Expte 
A ALerd motn 

In re the Same & Co’s Acts Expte 
Perry motn . 

In re the Same & Co’s Acts Expte 
Kirkmann  moin 

Rendall v Blair actn restored 

London and North-Western Ry Co 
vEvans & Co act 

Richards v Butcher act 

In re E Perry Walker v Walker 


act &mfj 

Wentworth v Hull & N W Junction 
Ry Co act 

In re Roper Buxton v Sheldon 
act 

Read v Nesling act 

Hair v Geddes act 

Sykes v Burr act 

Provan v Paterson act 

Smith v Rogers act 

Reed v Wo! h act 

Lucas v Gillett act & m fj 

McClintock v McClintock act 

Ashling v Boon act 

Freeman v Cheesman Cheesman v 
Freeman act 

Riddle v Trim act 

Millen v Gatfield act 

In re Fuente & Pinto and Trade 
Mark 67,419, &c adj sumns cross 
exam 

In re Same & Trade Mark No 65,648 
adj sumns cross exam 

In re Same & Trade Mark No 67,418 
adj sumns cross exam 

Mackenzie v Mackintosh act 

Ricketts v Ricketts act 

Bythesea v Bythesea act 

Wyatt v Earl Cadogan act 

Pullin v Reffell act 

Cronbach v Uranium Mines, ld 
1889 C 3,812 act 

Same vSame 1889 C 3,813 act 

In re Mountain Beckett v Mountain 


act 

Carter v Sillier act 

Wertheimer v Cohen act 

Holtz vy Couper act 

The Hanley, &c Coal Co, ld v North 
Staffordshire Ry Co act (security 
ordered) 

Crown Bank, ld v Newman act 
(security ordered) 

Perceval v Burnett act, wits 

Dixon v Garnish act, m fj 

Fleetwood Estate Cold vy Drummond 
& Sons act 

Sanderson v Allen act (to come 
up for trial with two actions not 

et set down) 

estmoreland Green, &¢ Slate Co 
ld v Feilden act 

Bower v Tomkinson act & m fj 

Steel v Evans act 

Gardiner v Frith act 

Earl of Shaftesbury vy White act 

London Founders’ Assoc 1a ¥ Com- 


In re Yorath Hughes v Davies act 
Horsman v Shorney act 
Hlinde v Burr act 


} Burroughs & Watts v Orme & Sons 


Jope v Pountain™ 

Jones v The Steaanahti” Cairngoun, 
Id act 

Edwards v Covell act 

Campbell v Skewis “act 

London, Brighton, ss South Coast 
Ry Cov a 

Lewis v Morgan 

Meux v Cobley act” 

Blackman v Fysh act &mf j 

Baily v Icke act 

Lawson v Holt Bros act 

Handley v Willson act 

Bellite Replestve, ld v Bellite Co, 1d 

act 


Sawkins v Stratford, &c, Junction 
Ry Co act 

in re Whiteley & Roberts, arbitra- 
tion, &¢ motn pt hd 

Brandon v Visct Bury act 

Godfrey v Walker act 


act 

Denney v Frisby act 

Alcock v Smith act . 

Klein v W r act 

Dawson v 

In re Parker Lowe v ‘Parker act 

Schott Bros, ld v Wharfedale Fancy 
Knitting Wool Co act 

Nicol v Charsley act 

Horwood v M act 

Leach v Gough act 

Munns v Howard act & mf j 

Benson v D'Arcy act 

In re Johnson Johnson v Johuson 
act 

Nokes v Prior act 

In re Lyle & Kinahan’s Trade- 
Mark, motn 

Coulson v Lock act 

Savoy Publishing Co, Hi, &c v 
O'Reilly act 

Henry Clay & Co v Litsica Marx 
Co act (not before Feb 3) 

Bendall v A D Selfe & Co act 

Duncan v Baird act 

Wood v Lam ots act 

Motum v 

T’Anson v Turner per 

Lewis v Ellis act 

Richards v Whitham act 

Marsden v Thorne act 

In re Ewing Beckett vy Small act 


Causes for trial without witnesses. 
In re Davidson Faija v Davidson 


act 
In re Fitzgerald _ Fitagerald v Cary- 
Elwes act 
Greenwood y Turner act 
Banks v Scovell mf j 
Welchinan v Creigh =m f j (short) 
In re Wynn Wynn v Wynn act 
(not before Feb 14) 
Lusk v Plumbly mf j (short) 


Adjourned Summonses. 


Griffin v Bishop's Castle Ry Co 
(restored) 

Hazlehurst v Rylands 

In re Stephens Warburton ¥ 
Stephens 

Tn re Gartside Taylor v Butter 
worth 


pone 
In re Tutill . Storey v Bridgland._. 
ip So Se ee eee 
ts 
Cox v Bennett 
Tn a BOS Prankerd v Roach 
re Croom England v Provincial 
Assets Co Id : 
In re Pearce Smith v Arnold 
In re Beresford Beresford v Beres- 
ford appln of deft 
Ti2 Same y Same “pln 
t 
Hicks v Ross 


Further Considerations. 
Re Boultwood erie ¥ 
Solr to Treasury fur 
L, C & Dover Ry Cov South Eastern 
Ry Co fur con & meotn te vary 
referees’ report ; 
Pennington v Smith fur con 
Ip 20. eaneee Larkman v Rebsun 


Gatith. v ¥ Mayhew | fur con 


Before Mr. py a, 
Causes for trial (with witnesses). - 
Scott v The Snyder Dynamite Pro- 
jectile Cold act (restored) 
Roberts v Lewis ‘act 


Sept 2, 1 

wate = Puany act (not before 
Jan 20) 

Scholes v Brook act 

Howard v Golland act {Baster 


sittings) 

Potter v Grain Syndicate 
Bigwood v Grain Syndi- 
cate act f to crm 


witns abroad) 
IB Orr& Coldv J BOrr act 
»  eapalems at ~ ld v Groth” 


Hornsey Local Ba vy Eker act (not 
Onaper'y Power 

v act 
Steers Roger act & 








Tn re Newman  Bleste v Slidolph 
In re Darby How v Draper 
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Gathorne-Hardy v Rogers act 

Cochrane v Stone act & mf j 

Gardner v Cowcher act {mfj 

Lon Edinburgh & Glasgow Assce 
Cov Turner act 

Veness v Geary act 

Ellisv Amhurst Amhurst v Ellis act 

Countess de Galve vy Forwood Bros 


act. 
South Staffordshire Water Works 
Co v Marquess of Anglesey act 
Inre SSSmith Howv Mee act 
Buckland v Mills act 
In re Sir E H K Lacon 
Lacon act 
Martin v Hemsworth 
Tucker v Kaye act 
Woolranch v Woolranch act & m fj 
Barran & Sons v Atkinson act 
Eves v Tooth act 
Sparrow: v The Swiss Milk Powder | 
Co,1d act 


Lacon v 


act 





Gilson v Cheeswright act 

The Bristol Brewery Georges & Co, 
ld v Gillings act 

Avery v A Wood & Sons 

Prew v Sanders act 

Tweed v Death act 

Griffith v Evans act 

T W Mansell & Co v British Linen 
Co Bk act 

Halford v Hyam act 

Wright v Law act 

Lea v Smart act 

Cummins v Sargent 

Roberts v Peckham 

Alexander v Wolsey act 

Dairy v Bailey & Co act 

Stavert v Passbury Grains Syndicate 
act (commission to exam wits) 

Jones v South Staffordshire Coal, 
&c, Syndicate, ld act 

Herbertson v Bowser, Ounston & 
Co act 


act 


act 
act 


QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Hizary Sirrrmes, 1891. 


SPECIAL 


Parer. 


For Argument. 


1890. 
Set down 31st October, due 5th November Fowler, Perks, & Co Met Ry 


Co v Fowler special case 


Set down 6th December, due 12th December 


Points of law 
OPPosED 


A Toovey Lister v Wood 


Mortrons. 


For Argument. 
Crisford v West Lancashire Ry Co (S O 13th January 


Owen v Stark 


In re M RE Brandreth (S 0 till notice given to Law Soc 
Fisher, Meinhardt, & Co vy Hutchins & Co 


Weight v Perrin 
Davis v Paris 


The East Acton Brick, &c, Co, ld, vy Hammer 


Edleston v Siddall & anr 


Morrison, Kekewich, & Co v Baring Bros & aur 


Horsfall v Seal & Co 


In re an Arbitration between Hendon & Ballard 


Sarell v Duke of Westminster 
Curzon v Shillito & anr 

Dimsdale & ors v Wilkinson & Jarvis 
Ward v Proctor 


Delta Metal Co, ld vy Maxim Nordenfeldt Gun, &c Co, 1d 


Greenwell & Co v Linton & anr 


In re a Solicitor Expte Incorporated Law Soc 


Hartley v Rickerby 

Hobbs v Gaskell & ors 
Selig v Lion & Sons 
Weatacott v Bevan & anr 
Harteup v Dealtry 
Brandon & anr v McHenry 
Hills ¥ Rolls 

Williams + Mills & ors 
Nelson & anr v Taylor 


In re Arbitration between Von Schoeller & ors & The Lorenz Ordnance, 


&c, Co 
Potts ¥ Russell 
Ward v¥ Proctor 
Roberts & Sons ¥ Wohigemuth & Co 
Poulter ¥ Cowper & anr 


Assicurazioni Generali & ors ¥ The SS Px 


Tanner & Co + Radclyffe & ors 


In re Arbitration between the Thame 


Barry Docks & Ry Co 
Drew & anr v Lewis 
Street v Doody 


ssi Morris Co, ld 


Iron Works, &c, Co, ld, & The 


Same v Same part heard before Pollock, B, and Cave J 


Strauss & Co v Goldexchmid 
a v Ingham 

erry ¥ Pitt 
Price v Evans 


*s Brewery Co, ld v Chadwick 


¢ Passburg Grains Syndicate, ld ¥ North 


Serkt v Potter 


Backler & Co v Great Western Ry Co 


— v Morri« 
amnphreys ¥ Jude & ore 
Wilem v Vili« 
Hamertom v Pradley 


In re Griffith, Eggar & Griffith, gents (delivery of documents) 


In re W A Watts, gent (conta 


Bennet v The Justices of the County of Northampton 


Capel, Cure & anr v The Investors’ Union, Id 
The London & Universal Bank, ld v Abbott & anr 
Hammond v Schofield & anr 
Nugent & ors v Leonard 
Attenbororough v Hawker & aur 
Harrison v Vergis 
Gunn v Tucker 
Flower & Sons & ors v Rose & ors 
Hughes v Sawrey 
Bates v Taylor 
Hughes & ors v Howes & aur 
Hills v Midgley & Sons 
Mascey v Turner 
Sheffield v Trevor 
Evans & anr v Davies 
Reeve & anr v Gibson 
Davey v Thompson 
New Westminster Brewery Co v Sanders 
In re Blair & Girling Expte Grant 
Tanner & Co v Radclyffe & ors 
Same v Same 
Jones v Pontypool Guardians 
The Cumberland Union Banking Co, ld v Caird 
Archer & anr v Hobbs & Co, ld 
Bloxsome v Flinn 
Cooke & anr v Hamlyn 
Hughes & Kimber, ld v The Popular Publishing Co (Burgess & aur, 3rd 
Parties) 
In re Arbitration between Jones & Davies 
West & ors v Marks & anr 
Cave v Leslie & ors 
In re Arbitration between Gollings and the Tradesmans’ Friendly Soc, 
Peterborough 
Aitken v Batchelor 
Collings v Hawkins 
Hutchinson & anr v Reid & ors, Trustees urgent 
Barclay & ors v Seton, Karr & ors 
Same v Same 
Same v Same 
Fowler & anr v Bowles (Bowles, claimant) 
In Re Adolphus Herman Louis, an unqualified person (expte Incorporated 
Law Soc) 
Morgan v Harrison 
Ross v Bourke 
Giddy & Giddy v Benham 
Prado v Chamberlaine 
Dreyfus v Biedermann 
Wood & anr v Bathe 
Penberthy v The Venezuelan, &c Co, ld 
Snell, Son & Greenip v Foakes 
Devon & Cornwall Banking Co, Id v Prior 
Barlow & anr v Forbes, Munn & Co 
Haughton v Hartmann & ors 
Newbigging v Kirby 
Joicey & Co v Allen & Co 
Sutton & Co v Zuccani urgent 
In re an Arbitration between Williams & Stepney 
Milissich v Spottiswoode 
In re a Solicitor Expte Incorporated Law Soc 
In re a Solicitor Expte Incorporated Law Sov 
In re a Solicitor Expte Incorporated Law Soc 
In re a Solicitor Expte Incorporated Law Soc 
In re a Solicitor Expte Incorporated Law Soc 
Trotter v Fox 
Day v Moss 
Crown Paper. 
For Judgment. 


Middlesex, Clerkenwell Brown v Hawkes 
(c a v June 25, cor Cave, J & A L Smith, J) 

Dover In re Local Government Act, 1888 (expte Council of the Borough 
of Dover) Questions under Local Government Act, 1888 (c¢ av Nov 
24, 1890, coram, Stephen, j and Vaughan Williams, j) 


County Court Dft’s app 


For Argument. 
Met Pol Dist Fortescue v Vestry of Saint Matthew, Bethnal Grecn 
Magistrate’s case 
Durham The Queen v Felling Local Board (expte Davidson) 
mandamus to approve plans 


Nisi for 


Somersetshire, Yeovil ilmot v Darby & anr County Court Dft 
Kennard’s appeal 

London Smith v Barber County Court Defendant’g appeal 

Surrey, Croydon Moore v Kast Surrey Iron Works qchnty Court plt’s 


ap, 

Middlesex, Bloomsbury Ashford v Lonsdale & anr County Court Pit's 
app 

Monmouthshire, Newport Brace v Abercarne Coal Co County Court 
Dit#’ app 

Monmouthshire, Newport Higgins v London & South Wales Coal Co 
County Court Dft#’ app 

Cumberland, Westmoreland The Queen v Joint Committees of Quarter 
Sessions and County Councils of Cumberland and Westmoreland (expte 
Bertram) Nisi for mandamus to continue allowance 





London The Queen v Assessment Committee of St Mary Abbott, Kensing- 
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ton (expte Trickett) Nisi for mandamus to hear objections to valuation 


list ‘ 

London Jones & ors (trading, &c) v Dobson & ors (trading, &c) Mayor’s 
Court Redfern, Alexander & Co’s appeal 

Derbyshire, Derby Vernon & ors (trustees, &c.) v Watson County Court 
Dft’s a 

London FPhe Queen v Assessment Committee of St Mary Abbotts, Ken- 
sington (expte Preston) Nisi for mandamus to hear objections to 
valuation list 

Met Pol Dist Noble v Killick & ors Magistrate’s case 

Surrey, Croydon Pelton v Harrison County Court Dft’s app 

Nottinghamshire, Nottingham Beaston Urban Sanitary Authority v 
Cotton County Court Pits’ app 

Warwickshire, Birmingham Surman v Wharton County Court Pit’s 


a 

Middlesex Lea Conservancy Board v Tottenham Local Board of Health 
Magistrate’s case 

Lancashire, Liverpool Shea v Stanley & ors (trustees, &c) County Court 
Pits’ app 

Nottinghamshire, Nottingham Webster v Wainwright County Court 


Dft’s a 

Middlesex Clerkenwell Eagland & anr v Searle (Hoddinott & anr clmts) 
County Court Clmts’ app 

Northamptonshire, Towcester French v Imperial Live Stock Ince Assoc 
County Court Dfts’ app 

Wiltshire, Swindon Large v Munson County Court Dft’s app 

Middlesex; Edmonton Cornell y May County Court Pitff's app 

Dover Westmore v Paine Magistrate’s case 

Met Pol Dist Smith v Bushel Magistrate’s case 

Gloucester Underwood v Jones Magistrate’s case 

Hertfordshire, Royston Favell vy Wright County Court Plt’s app 

Surrey, Lambeth Rathbone v Long & anr County Court Plit’s app 

Staffordshire Wells v Hill Magistrate’s case 

Middlesex, Westminster Nicholls y Chapman County Court Plt’s app 

Surrey, Southwark Moss v Fisher County Court Plt’s app 

Cheltenham Brydges v Dix Magistrate’s case 

Staffordshire, Cheadle Waringv Seal & Co County Court Defts’ app 

Carnarvonshire, Portmadoc and Festiniog Roberts v The Blaenau 
Festiniog, &c Industrial Soc County Court Pit’s app 

Middlesex The Queen v Mitcheson, Esq & anr Jj, &c & Tyler (expte 
Kearley & anr) Nisi to state case 

Birmingham Proprietors Birmingham Canal, &¢ v Churchwardens, &c 
Birmingham Quarter Sessions, 12 & 13 Vict c 45,512 Case stated by 
Arbitrator 

Cambridgeshire, Ely Eaves v Rickwood County Court Deft’s app 

srecknockshire The Queen v Doyle, Esq, & anr Jj., &c. (expte Price) 
Nisi to grant certificate of dismissal 

Dene South Shields Crosthwaite v Ainsley & ors County Court 

tff’s app 

Middlesex, Westminster Felberman vy Rayner County Court Deft’s 
app > 

Brighton, Sussex Wenman v Lyon & Co (Honeywill, clmt) County 
Court Defts’ app 

Macclesfield Oldham & ors v Sheasby Magistrate’s case 

Middlesex, Bow Fairweather & Wife v North London Ry Co County 
Court Defts’ app 

Met Pol Dist The Queen v Bros, Esq, Met Pol Mag & Miller (expte 
London County Council) Nisi to state case 

Essex In re Local Government Act, 1888 (expte County Council of 
Essex & ors) Question under Local Government Act, 1888 

Pembroke The Queen v Morison, Esq & ors Licensing Jj. &c (expte 
Miles) Nisi for mandamus 

Lancashire, Blackpool The Queen v Birley, Esq, & ors Licensing Jj &c 
(expte Shepherd & anr) Nisi for mandamus 

Middlesex, Bloomsbury Hunt v G@N Ry Co County Court Pitff’s app 

Worcestershire, Kidderminster Stooke v Mutual vidence Alliance 
County Court Defts’ app 

London Stephens v British Bechuanaland Co Mayor's Court Pit’s app 

Middlesex, Clerkenwell Boydell vy Millar County Court Pit’s app 

Hertfordshire, Watford James v Robinson & anr County Court Plt's 


app 
Salford Hancock y Haynes Hundred Court Deft’s app 
Surrey, Croydon Oldaker v Strutton County Court Deft’s app 
Coventry Budd v Lucas Magistrate's case 
Middlesex, Shoreditch Lane v Ewin Bros County Court Pit’s app 
Lancashire, Manchester Morris v Kaufman County Court Pit’s app 
Cheshire, Chester Hopkins vy Hopkins County Court Deft’s ap 
Middlesex, Brompton Searles & anr v Finch € anr County Court Pit’s 


a 

Middlesex, Clerkenwell Bex v Godfrey County Court Deft’s app 

London Nash vy Cunard Steamship Co. County Court Pit's app 

Middlesex, Clerkenwell Prime Bros. vy Slatford County Court Deft’s 
t 


‘pp 

Somersetshire, Wells In re Agricultural Holdings Act, 1883 Gough & 
ors vy Gough & ors County Court Petrs’ ap 

Surrey, Wandsworth Third Perseverance Ballot, &c, Bldg Soc v Keogh 
County Court Pits’ app 

Cumberland, Carlisle Dixon y Thompson & ors County Court Pit’s app 

Kent Tn re Local Government Act, 1888 (expte Kent County Council & 
— of Sandwich) Questions under the Local Government Act, 


888 
Leicestershire ‘The Queen vy Judge of Cownty Court of Leicestershire, 


holden at Ashby-de-la-Zouch & Gill & snr (expte Taverner) Referred 
summons for to try action with > 

Hampshire, Andover Kercher v Court Pit’s app 

Cheshire, Hyde East End, &c. Permanent Bldg Soc v Slack & ors County 
Court Brookes’s app 

Hampshire, Bournemouth Bance v Saunders County Court Plt’s app 

nd The Queen v Smith Esq & anr (Commrs &c under Boiler Explo- 

sions Act, 1882) expte Tyne Coal Co Nisi for prohibition on enquiry 
under Boiler Explosions Act 

Middlesex, Westminster Briton Medical & General Life Assoc v Asher 
County Court Pits’ app 

Sussex, Brighton Hora & anr v Holdaway County Court Pitfs’ appeal 

London Penton v Cosh v Co County Court Pltf’s app 

Yorkshire, Sheffield In re County Courts Act, 1888, & In re Trusts of 
Will of G Whitehead, dec County Court . 

Middlesex, Whitechapel Standing v Briggs County Court Deft’s 


appeal : . 
Yorkshire (W R) The Queen v Kirkheaton Local Board Nisi for 

mandamus to make sewers at instance of H B 
y County Court 


Middlesex, Westminster Beasley v Roney Lilley v 
3rd party 2PP ‘ 

London e Queen v Registrar of City of London Court & Sibley  (expte 
Davey) Nisi for order of commitment im action “‘ Davey v Sibley” at 
instance of J Davey ; 

Middlesex The Queen v H M Secretary of State for War (expte Mitchell) 
Nisi for mandamus at instance of E Mitchell - - 

Yorkshire, Halifax The Queen v Judge of County Court of Yorkshire, 
holden at Halifax & Bairstow (expte Sutcliffe) Nisi to hear action 
** Sutcliffe v Bairstow ”’ 

Lancashire, Manchester Jackson v McGowan County Court Deft's app 

Durham Bell v Bruce & ors Magistrate’s case . 

Sunderland Slaughter v Mayor, &c of Sunderland ite’s case 

Middlesex, Clerkenwell Reason v Lewis County Court Deft’s opp 

Middlesex, Bloomsbury Purser v Holme & anr County Court Ss app 

London ‘The Queen v Gregory (expte Hastie) Nisi for quo warranto 

Middlesex, Clerkenwell Saunders v Legg County Court Deft’sapp 

Middlesex, Bloomsbury Landsberg & anr v Moses County Court Pit’s 
a 

same, Kingston Wimbledon Local Board v Underwood (Simmons, 
clmt) County Court Clmt’s app 

Lancashire, Bury Bailey v Slatter County Court Pit’s a 

London Abbott & anr v House Property & Investment Co 
Defts’ app 

Devonshire Murch & anr v Baker istrate’s case 

Monmouthshire Bound v Lawrence Magistrate’s case 

Worcestershire, Great Malvern Jones v Foley & aur County Court De- 
fendant’s —— . : 

Bedfordshire, ‘ord Brightman v Stafford & anr (Gery, claimant) County 
Court Plaintiff's ap 

Yorkshire, Bradford rd vy Hobson & anr County Court Pitf's app 

Dorsetshire, Blandford Butt v Blandford Oddfellows’ Lodge County 
Court Deft’s “PP F 

Glamorganshire, mtypool Edwards v Lewis & ors County Court 
Pltf’s a 

Norfolk The Queen v County Council of Norfolk (exprte Marshland & 
ors Commrs) Nisi for mandamus to hear appli 

Middlesex Barry & anr v Leycester & ors *s case 

Middlesex, Bow Lowe v Barralet (Barralet, clmt) County Court Clmt’s 


a 

Sue, Lambeth Croft (suing, &) v Ward, Lock, & Co County Gourt 
Pltf’s app 

wee. The Queen v Carnegy & ors, Jj, & & Overseers of Lian- 
foist (expte Abergavenny Rural Sanitary Authority) Nisi to hear 
application and distress warrant 

Northumberland, North Shields Taws v Knowles County Court Deft 
Mary Knowles’s app = 

a See Wardle (trading, &c) vy Wanstall & anr County 

Court Pit’s a 

Yorkshire, Denman Lamb v GN Ry Co County Court Pit’s app 

Carlisle The Queen vy Dixon, Esq, & anr, Jj, &e (expte Dann) Nisi for 

certiorari for conviction : 

London Brighton Guardians v Strand Union Quarter Sessions 12 € 15 

Vict c 4, s 1 

Same Williams v Line County Court Deft’s Pe . 

Middlesex, Clerkenwell Clark v Finsbury Park & Tile Co County 

Court Defts’ app 

Met Pol Dist The Queen v Bros, Esq, Met Pol Mag & Jacobson (expte 

Allery) Nisi for mandamus to hear, &e, sums 

Warwickshire, Birmi Cottrel v Hudson County Court Deft's app 

London Webb vy Sutton County Court Pit's 

Surrey, Wandsworth Bishop v Taylor & Co (H chat) County Court 

Chnt’s ay 

Middlesex, Clerkenwell Isaacs & Co v Spero County Court Deft's app 

Warwickshire, Birmingham Ebrey v Robotham County Court Pitf's 


Middlesex, Bloomsbury Manning & ors + Hine County Court Deft’s 
ay 
Middlesex, Clerkenwell Haynes ¥ North Met. Trams Co County Qourt 


Deft’s ap) 
Cam Can Benton , &e,) + Mason (Booth & anr 
bridgechire bridge ers Pn 


yor’s Court 








, ke, chints, N. 
Met Pol Dist Metecher ¥ Magistrate's case 
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Devoushire,-Newton- Abbott and Torquay. Davis -yFerriss Cottiity Coutt 
Deft’s app ; soni ics ae ; 
i Greenwich Diprose v Norfolk (Norfolk, clmt.) County, Court 

~‘Cint’s Etta vi 

London., The Queen y Governor, &c..of Bank of England (expte Terrell) 
Nisi for Mandamus to keep list of unclaimed dividends, pd 

Cheshire, Chester Jones v er © County Court “’Deft’s app 

Surrey,..Wandsworth -Erwin v Wilson’ (Brackley;”elmt) *'County Court 
Pltf’s app 

Staffordshire, Lichfield Wellings v York (York, clmt) County Court 
Sheriff's app 

Surrey; Southwark Bransgrove v Woodwaid & anr County Court Plt’s 


rated Kutner. v.: Phillips. County Court Summons for prohibition 
Referred from chmbrs " 
1 ire, Liverpool Clarke & Co - Widdowson (Palmer, clmt) County 
Court Clmt’s app 
pom Wandsworth Farnfield v Lavers County Court Plt’s app 
Middlesex, Whitechapel Mills v Steward County Court Deft’s app 
Glamorganshire, Merthyr Tydfil Knight v Jones County Court Deft’s 


Shropshire, Shrewsbury Bevmgton y Marriott -County Court Plt’s app 

Essex Guardians of Cardigan.Poor Law Union y Guardians of West 
Ham Poor Law Union Quarter Sessions Orders and case Appellants’ 
nisi to quash 

ape Westminster GW Ry Co v White & Co Gounty. Court 

*s ap 

Middlesex, Shoreditch Brown v Lilley (Chopping, Clmt) Summons for 
prohibition Referred from chmbrs 

Eogend The Queen v Morgan App from chambers Habeas corpus 

esex, Brompton. Lon Gen Omnibus Co ld v Aspinall & Co County 

Court Pltf’s app 

Surrey, Southwark Page v Leach & Co County Court Deft’s app 

Monmouthshire, Newport Jones v Commrs of Sewers of Levels of Hun- 
dreds of Caldecot & Weatloog County Court Deft’s app 

London Pollock v Glover (James, clmt) Mayor's Court Pintf’s app 

REVENUE PAPER. 
Causes for Hearing. 

Attorney-Gen v Mayor, &c of Hythe  anr_ By English information 

Attorney-Gen vy De Burton and ors. By English information and Supple- 
mental Order 

Cases as to Income Tax and Corporation Duties. 


For Judgment. 
The Bank of Mexico, &c, Applts, & Apthorpe (Surveyor of Taxes), Respt 
For Argument. 


Whitehead, Applt, & Wilson (Surveyor of Taxes), Respt 

In re Duty on the Bootham Ward Strays, York 

Dillon (Surveyor of Taxes), Applt, & the Corporation of Haverfordwest, 

Cawse (Surveyor of Taxes), Applt, & the Committee of the Lunatic Hos- 
pital, Nottingham, Respts 

Bowers (Surveyor of Taxes), Applt, & Harding, Respt 

Reid’s Brewery Co ld, Applts, & Male (Surveyor of Taxex), Respt 

Langston (Surveyor of Taxes}, Applt, & Glasson, Respt 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTH. 
Gacit.—Jan. 21, at Clifton Villa, Plumstead, the wife of James Gault, barrister-atJlaw 
of 2 daughter. 


Dres—Reape.—Dee. 29, at Christ Church, Hampstead, Charles Edward Dyer, LL.M. 
barrister-at-law to Frances Ann, widow of the Rev. H. St. John Reade. 


MARRIAGE. 
| 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gawtte¥uwwav, Jan. 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limite tx Cuaxcens. 

Leos Beotnrke, Lixtivy —Creditors are required, on or before Ech 16, to send their names 
and *, and the particular of their debts or claims, to William Cromman 
Spencer, 4, Cook st, Liverpool. Hill & Co, Liverpool, solors for liquidator 

Peres Cosson Melstrex & Co, Linireo—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 31, directed 
(4 be heard before Kekewich, J, on Saturday, Jan 17. Evans & Co, Liverpool, agents 
fou Poster, Birmingham, solor for petners 

London GawtitTrwen st, Jan. 6. 
JOINT #TOCK COMPANIES 
Lisitep 1x Cuaxcerry. 

Cateier & Co, Lauireo—Crefiitors are required, on or before Veb 7, to «end their namex 

and and the particulars of their debte or claims, to A. A. F. Bott, 24, Budge 


row. Vlewitt & Tyler, Gracechurch #, solors for liquidator 
Hi. 4. Covwexs & Co, Lansten—Peta for winding up, presented Jan 2, directed to be heard 
tefore Stirling, J. at the Royal Courts, om Jan 17. Cave & Co, Gracechurch st, solors 


for petner 
Mawersree Co-orgzative Assocsatios, Linvery—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 51, 
Grecia’ to be heard before Kekewich, J,0m Jan 17. Barnard & Taylor, Lincoln’s inn 
fielda, whors for petners 
Ustiren ix Cnascens 


Semvustssh Macnssice Prenasest Beserit Burwise foomry-Petn for winding up, 
Dee 2, directed ta be heard before North, J, om Batarday, Jan 17. Maples & 
Jo, Veoterich’s pare, iA Jewry, agents for Mel & Maitland, Sunderiand, solors tor 


° PRIPNDLY SOCTETY. 
Scsvexoen vou Thane Most, 


Age om Devcen Wc, tittih Workman, Horwsmarket , Warrington. Lancacter. 





—— 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Lasr Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripax, Dee. 12. 
TatuHam, Jounx, Rochdale, Machinist. Jan 13. Re Tatham, Registrar, Manchester, 
Grundy & Co, Manchester 
London Gazette—Tvrspay, Dec. 16. 
Waker, Rev Joun Tyrwuitr, Seottow Vicarage, Norfolk. Jan 21. Meredith vy Walker, 
Kekewich, J. Martelli, Staple inn, Holborn 
Lontlon Gazette—Fripay, Dec. 19. 
Banser, GeorG¥ Gompertz, Cowper's ct, Cornhill, Stock Broker. Jan 19. Everington v 
Barber, Stirling, J. Myatt, Abchurch lane, Cannon st 
Miter, Josep Witson, Newcastle under Lyme, Tailor, Jan 20. Miller v Miller, North, 
J. Burton, Burton upon Trent 
London Gaztte.—Tvurspay, Dec. 23. 
Cooper, Joun Murcu, South Shields, Licensed Victualler. Jan 23. Fitzsimmons and 
Fearney ¥-Cooper, Chitty, J. Davidson, South Shields 
Taverner, Witv1aM, Snarestone, Leicester, Gent. Jan 31. Gill vy Taverner, Chitty, J. 
Barnes, Lichfield 
London Gazetteé.—Frivay, Dec. 26. 
mel 24) Wrexham, Denbigh, Esq. Jan 10.. Park y Lees, Chitty, J. Owston, 


i 
Sreyyinc, Cuaktes Joun, Aldermanbury, Solicitor. Jan31. Stenning v Stenning, North 
J. Sole & Co, Aldermanbury 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Dec. 19. 
Barker, Jowx Doverss, Longton, Staffs, Iron Merchant. Jan 30. Simpson, Hanley 
Berrerwes, Exma Soria, Chipping Norton. Feb 1. Mear & Fowler, Old Serjeant’s 


inn 
Bonp, Evwarp Pauiuip, Fellows rd, South Hampstead. Feb 28. Hollams & Co, Mincing 
e 
Conn yny: Weissas, Alford, Lincs, Gent. March 2. Rhodes & Carnley, Alford and 
Spilsby 


Coxox, Joux Tuomas, Blanchland, Northumberland, Innkeeper. Dee 27. Harrison & 
Barker, West Hartlepool ’ 
Craprrer, James, Clitheroe, Lancs, Common Brewer. Febi. Hall & Co, Clitheroe 


Cursusu, Epwarp, Barnes, Surrey, Esq. Jan 2. Paterson & Sons, Bouverie st, Fleet st 


Dvuarre, WiLLram, Che pl, Bayswater, Major in 4th Middlesex Militia. March 1. 


epstow 
nm & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields ‘ 
FEATHERSTONE, Davip, West Hartlepool, Grain Porter. Feb 10. Crumbie, York 


Errefansun, Henry Tuomas Georce, Richmond, Surrey, retired Major. Jan 31. Reyroux 
‘0, on. 
Fry, Grorae, Bickley, Kent, Solicitor. Jan19. Fry & Hudson, Hart st, Mark lane 


ep en Blomfield mews, Harrow rd, Hay Merchant. Jan 14. Mayson, West 


Hartlepoo 
Hawspy, Mary, Cheltenham. Jan 15. Brydges & Mellersh, Cheltenham 
Haxpcast.e, Heyey, Scarborough, Gent. Jan 24. Drawbridge, Scarborough 
Harrison, Jane, Shelton, Staffs. Jan 16. Paddock & Sons, Hanley 
Howe.., Joux, Holme, Norfolk, Farmer. Jan 20. Houchen & Houchen, Thetford 
aes | es Wi1ks, Stainforth, nr Doncaster, Gent. Feb 9. Langhorne, Wake- 
e 


Kay, Peter Wessrer, Oldham, Phrenologist. Jan 20. Ponsonby & Carlile, Oldham 
Kex.etr, Henry, Salford, Chemist. Feb7. Farrar & Hall, Manchester 


Leaprirrer, Tuomas, Staunton Harold, Leics, House Steward to Earl Ferrers. Jan 20. 
Smith & Mammatt, Ashby de la Zouc' 

Lippect, Groretayxa; Sutton, Yorks. Jan 31. Rollit & Sons, Hull, and Mark lane, E.C. 

Moss, Evizaseru, Horton, Staffs. Feb 17. Truman, Nottingham 


Newatt, Josepn, Tranmere, Chester, Licensed Victualler. Jan 20. Thompson & Hughes, 
Birkenhead 


| Paar, Evizanern, Leybourne, Kent. Dec21. Day, Maidstone 


Pantrinee, Jane, West Bromwich. Jan 29. Wright & Co, Oldbury 


| Parwaw, Wrratam Diserry, Enfield, Builder, Jan13. F. J. & G. J. Braikenridge, Bart- 


lett’s bldgs, Holborn cireus 
Ponreors, Evizaneru, Appleby, Westmoreland. Jani. E. & E. A. Heelis, Appleby 


tonixsox, Wittsam, New Sleaford, Lines, Gent. Jan 6. Rodgers & Jessopp, Sleaford 


Srixiey, Samve., Openshaw, Lancs, Beer Retailer. Jan 30. Darnton & Bottomley, 
Ashton under gt ‘ 
Tayion, Cusncorry, Ditham, Norfolk. Jan 6. Wilkinson, North Walsham 


Tuomsos, Rosen, Birmingham, Carriage Builder. Jan 31. Coleman & Co, Birmingham 

Tue, Evszanern, Spaldhurst, Kent. Feb 6. Andrew & Cheale, Tunbridge Wells 

Warrens, Exszauern, Kippford, Kirkcudbright. Jan29. Wright & Co, Oldbury, Wores 

Miessig tery Guonoe, Tulse hill, Surrey, Fish Salesman. Jan 31. Wilde & Co, College 
i 


Wwweur, Manta, Yealand Conyers, Lancs. Jan19. Sharp & Son, Lancaster 

Wysouam, Exizaneru Geraipiy, Coleford, Glos, Jan 31. Reyroux & Co, Cannon st 
London Gazelle.—Turspay, Dee, 23. 

Avrivny, Fuxveniwcx, Manchester, Gent. Jan 31. Walley or Holt, Manchester 

Banxen, Sanan Axs, Bramley, Leeds. Jan 31. Bond & (o, Leeds 

Brenan, leaac, Longton, Staffs, Plumber. Jan 25. Sword, Hanley 

Biaxe, Many, Bacton, Suffolk. Jan 21. Hunt, Gray's inn sqr 7 

Brows, Joux, Manchester, retired Hosier. Feb 20. A & GW Fox, Manchester 

Sores Jauvs, Caversham st, Queen's rd, Chelaen, Painter. Febi4. Kilxby, College 


‘amon 

CLARK, Wirrram, Chesham, Bucks, Farmer. Jan12. Francis & How, Chesham 

Coonr, Hetnes, Middlesborough. Jan 20. Tinsley, Dudley 

Dav, Eoursy, Houghton Conquest, Beds, Farmer, Jan 22. Porter, Bedford 
Desenatrr, Wiitiam, Bournemouth, Key. Feb1. Beck, Ironmongerw’ hal) 

Dupri, Joux, Vichtenburg, Transvaal, South Africa, Feb1, Bartlett, Bath 
Viviun, Jann, Calliy Wood, ny Hebden Bridge, Yorks. Feb, Shaw, Hebdon Bridge 


Fuescu, WittaaM Moniny, St Paul’ chinbes, Ludgate hill, Solicitor, Jan 10, Newton 
& Co, Ot Martborough of 


_Jatl. 10," 189i. 
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Kmey, Witt1aM, Southsea, Gent. Jan 90. Ford & Son, Portsmouth 
, Newsoy, Mark Cross, Wadhurst, Sussex, Liepused Victualler. Jan 31. Cripps 
Harri gon, Tunbridge Wells enue ii 
Hnros, Rosny Mu.uit1, Bury, Manager of a Cotton Waste Mill | Jan 31. Butcher & 
ow, 
Howasra, ia Rochdale, Machine) Broker. Jan 30. Brierley & Hudson, Roch- 
le 
Humruseys, Epwarp, Walcot, Chirbury, Salop, Esq.’ Jan's, Harrison, Welshpool 
Smith & Co, Shettield and Penistone’, 
Leecu, Tuomas, Hassett rd, Homerton, Painter. Jan 81.,.Turner, Leadenhall st 
PARKBy 4 Manton AvausTa, Inverness terr, Hyde pk, Jan 28. Yarde:& Leader, Ray- 


Law, Wittram, Sheffield, Gent. Jan 31. 


y’s inn 


PexnaLicoy, Evizaseru, Truro. Dec 30. Carlyon & Kerby, Truro 

Revxoups, Wit11aM, Mansfield, Notts, Brewer. Jan 31, Alcock, Mansfield 

Rosixson, Henny, Wakefield, Gent. Jan 31. Harrison & Co,'Wakefield 

Rvssetr, Joun, Nottingham, Bank Manager. Jan 31.. Dowson & Wright, Nottingham 
am, Preston, Druggist. Jan 20.. Edelston & Sons, Preston 


Suir, Witz 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London} Gazetie.—Fariway, Jan. 2. 


RECEIVING ORDERS, | 


Axverson, JAMES, ey me Surgeon East Stonehouse 
Pet Dec 29 

Anam, Jony, and 3 i a doe Léneolty Carpet 
Dealers Lincoln Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 

Bartow, Frepericx, ae Hay Dealer Notting- 

ham’ Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 2 


Bin, > ae Se Brown ‘Saddler Walsall Pet Dec | 
Bu _— se By! pm Norfolk, Builder Nor- | 
wich Pet Dec 


Boorman, Ricuarp, Tunbridge Wells, Fa Baker Tun- 
bri Wells Nov 28 Ord Dee 

Boumpurey, Josern, and Samvev a Liverpool, 

Liverpool Pet Dec 22 Dee 29 

pees, 2 James, Oxted, Surrey, Carpenter Croydon Pet 
Dec 29 Ord Dee 29 

Brownk, Maxoii1an, Dewhurst rd, West Kensington, late 
Stockbroker’s Clerk High Court Pet Dec 90 Onl 

BULLocK * ESSE, the younger, ape poe gs Tronworker 
‘Middles borough "Pet Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 

Burvis, Mary Anx, Newcastle on Tyne, phe New- 
castle on Tyne Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 31 

Carter, JOSEPH oom Wokingham, Berks, Butcher 
Reading Pet Dec Ord Dec 30 

OSIAH, Noble st, Falcon sqr, seonatooteee:? 

gen Court Pet Dec 31 Ord De 

Ciarkson, James, Newgate st, Upholsterer lich Court 
Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 


CHARTER, 
A 


CiroupE, WittiAM Tuomas, Chestnut st, nr Sittingbourne, | 


Kent, Builder Rochester Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 31 
Conroy, Tuomas, —_ Boot Dealer Leicester Pet 
Dec 31 Ord Dec 3: 
Cox, WiLiiam, Headingley, Leeds, Builder Leeds Pet 
Dec 31 Ord Dee 3! 


Conzere, Mani, Ipswich, Auctioneer Ipswich Pet Dec 
») 


Dawsox, Arrnurn Joun Rorxr, York, late Innkeeper 
York Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 

Dexcu, ALuert Hut, Arundel, Sussex, Butcher Brighton 
Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 31 

Drewery, WitiraM, Motirwold, Hy the, Rate os, Farwer 
King’s Lynn Pet Dec 30 Ord 

Euoxp, Rosert, New Swindon, Wilts, Boot Supplier | 
Swindon Pet Dec30 Ord Dec & 

Facer, Tuomas, Birmingham, Teacher of Music Birming- 
ham Pet Dec x ) 


Tcrxer, Eowarp Ropert Seegey and Aurrep Heyy 
Luton. Pet Dec 18 





Rirate: Bart RelGienontsy Deitel Cte it, Maly Oideyes ere 


Tomes Deans Bere? Eee ELIE iu9 7 
Wisai Sanne. saree Gibson & Co, 
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SHEFFIELD, Renee ae Syston, Leics, Printer : io 12 
ov ages ee Makers = 
Jan 13 xt 11 3 
So Epwry, 

UTER, : re ae pre Mineral Water 
Sranneyy Han , Harry, Herefordshire, Innkeeper Jan 


|, Turree, Jouy, East Grays, Essex, Grocer Rochester Pet 
Dec 29. Ord Dee 29 





Fercusoy Turner, 
30 


We ts, Coarces, Hucknall bei Notts, Collier Not- 
Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 

Weer, Wittiam Harry, and WinuiamM James Sisrsox, 

A a. my Coal Merchants Kingston Pet 


29 Off ‘orcester: 
WESTMORELAND mane Folkestone, — Hotel Keeper, — Pee Jan 21 
’ Pet Dec 10 Ord Dee A. Off Rec, Bank abe, tak 


} Wore, Mas Martix Lara Newhaven, Suasex, Grocer Lewes wibaed Wirt: TAR Aberdulais, nr Neath, Glam, Haulier 


Jan 12 at pwn Lig Senay 





| Wings Cuarues' James, Trelleck, Mon, Innk ; 
— Pet Dee 30 Ged Die ae eeper Torrey, Jon Raat Grape Bam ys, Essex, Grocer Jan 19 at 11.50 
Witutams JAMES, a, Builder New- a 
rt, Mon a Dee 31 Ord Dee’ Wap Wa a Frevseick, Holbein bidgs, 
Wolo, Jonny Ol Oulton, Suffolk, Steam Tus Owner Great fe Jan 12" at Li 38, Carey. st, 
se armouth Pet Dee 30 Ord Dec 30 won Taieiond 
wnat i “ry = emai Builder Leicester Pet Nev — ee me — 9 = 3 “County Court Chelten- 
The foll amended notice is substituted for that pub- | Wurrenead, Taomaw Heyer, Salford, Cab 1 
"licked is the London , Dec. 16. 12 at 11.30 Off Rec, qo eiorey Mun 
Bootu, Harvey Huron,  Mettingham, Mantle Maker " chester 
Nottingham Pet Dec Ord — Carters James, Sein. 


| 





a ot'12 Od Ben Oc ae 
FIRST MEETINGS. Ree, Co 


| Apams, Joun Rows, Dover, Licensed Victualler Jan 9 at | oe Jous, Glam, Labourer Jan 13 at 12 
10 Off Rec, 5, Castle Wi Merthyr w, ai 


10 at 11 ny Hi eh Ee ag 


Apams, JoxaTHAx, Wol ilder Jan 20 at ! 
11.80 Off Rec, Welverham: 


pton | ‘ | Wisrsr, Stine, Hallow Mayfield, Semex,. Ins- Inn- 
But, St Swithin's lane, Commi | Jan 9 at 11.30 Ju Rahway approach, 


4 | winune SEs lee . Builder Jan 12 at3 Of Rer, 
Bensamrx, Samvert, Borough st, Basket Manu- | Friar 
rar Jan l6atil 33, y st, Lincoln’s =! m4, 


tields 
Burxey, Mowit, New st, Borough rd, Southwark, China ADJUDICATIONS. 
a oa = ye Carey st, Lincoln’s inn Apaus, Joxatuas, Wl ‘ Build Wal 
Cioupg, WILLIAM jomas, Chestnut st, nr Si # 
Aran, Jony, and Journ Lawsoy Aran, 
Kent, ot, | “Mules Lima Betier® Odie 


Builder Jan 19 at 12.30 Off Ree, 
Couenoven, Isaac, Hanley, Bricklayer Jan 12 at 12.90 | BAkLow, Frepenick, = 
Off . Newcastle b ee IT ham Dec 29 


Crane, Josern Jonn Ln Draper Jan at 12 ' BrxJamix, SAMvsL, 1, Borough A Basket Manufacturer 
oJ . 14 t 1 . 
Law Co "rd , High Court Dee 30 


w Courts, New rd, 
_— ‘ . ae Eviza, Enizaseru Bisenam, J XG 1. 
Crannis, Martix, Ipswich, Auctioneer Jan 9 at 12 Off ey am, James Bixcuay 


ALLEN, ve 
Jan 16 at 2.30 33, 





Ree, 
D Ord Dec & Da ween, Assan Jean oper, York, late Innkeeper Jan Nottingham Pet Dec8 Ord Dee 29 
Fuss, Patrick Moraisox, Maw; in Meneage, Corn- | 11.30 Oif Rec, York” ‘ ‘ Brav, Tuomas, an eoewe Saddler Walsall Pet Dec 
1, Clerk in Holy Orders ro Pet Dee 31 Ord | Donsos Aizen, Shelton, Hanley, igte Petater Jan 12 at Dec 30 

Fx 5 Newbury, Berks, Fruiterer Newbury | E aC ialven Blacksmi *y 10 at 10.13 | ee Dee Ord Dec 29 : _ 

UST, ’ . N an 

Pet Dec 30° Ord Dee 30° vas ss ‘cut Bal . Boor, Harvey Hittox, i Mantle Maker 
Gnesx, Joun Henry, Lasts, Boot Manufacturer Leeds | Ewox0s 3 Roserr, New Swindon, Wilts, Boot Supplier Jan | Ne Dec ll Ord 

Pet Dee 30 Ord Dec % at12 Off Rec, 32, High st, Swindon Bouweuney, and Sixce. Wiiassex, Li 
Haun, Feeperick Maaseni Gt omen Cowkeeper Gt | Ey re ye Neath, Glam, Glam, Cabdriver Jan at 12 Of Corn Liverpool Pet Oni Dee 31 

Grimsby Pet Dec 2) Ord Dec 2% st, Swansea | Brasire, J Oxted, Surrey, Carpenter Croydon Pet 
Hannisox, Thomas, Brotton, York ” erosee Stockton on hoo tyne Eveexr, St Mary axe, Commission Dec 22 Dee 29 

Tees and Middlesborough Pet Nov 26 Ord Dec 29 Merchant Jan 14 at 2.90 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn | Brows ~ ee ey Dewhurst rd, West Kensington, lat 


inst, Joun James, Castleford, Yorks, Grocer Wakefield 
Pet Dec Dee 30 

Jones, Taomee, St Gouge st, Soap Maker High Court. Pet 
Dec 31 Ord Dec 3 


Limprick, THomas ve Saas Glam, Builder Pontypridd 
et Deo 19 Ord Dec 

Mansu, Evwanrp, High * Southall, Butcher 
Pet Dec 29 Ord 129 

aes, Se City rd, Cabinet Maker High Court Pet 
Jeo 


Ord Dec 29 


Nicxoiss, Cuanves Atbert, Glengall rd, High rd, Kil- | 


| 
Windsor | 


High Cowt Pet Dee » Ord 
Llreaworker 

Mond Dee 

See ee. 


ater 


} 
| bean Rt Hon ap ween asne$ Baron, case Dee 30 
Jan 9 atll Bui.eex, Vitek: ths 


Pet 
Lm ase hat Off Re su, iver at | Burroven, MakY Aws, West 
Anenanie, Seones 8 a Aer te Builder Jan | { Widow Exeter Pet Nor 3i Ord 
Mesciehds, Gtationte Jun} tak a Re ee 


‘s inn fields Tete, Manley, Brclayer iano 


Farmer Jan iat 3 >) 
pore as get Date ta Leicester Pet 
a a 


| Henman, Epwarp ch 
16 at 12 33, Carey st, 

a a 
— nm, 


corer en 


pt Upholsterer Canterbury Pet Dec W Ord Nay jauian, Wt , Yorks, or Jan Mi at a Dee Ord 
Jeo 29 Midldlesborough x, Wr » Headingley, Leeds, Builder Leeds 
Qrvess te aie, es 4 Licensed Victualler Leicester | onvgr sn cee ee seegeas. Cvtnalice Jan 9 at bee $1. Ord Dee 31 cs 

et Dec 15 Ore y wba he 4 Mantis, Ipswich, Auctioneer Ipswich 
Pac ee Soceae, Some, janes 8, Solicitor’s Clerk | Pac 12 Off mRE, Se a Solicitor’s Clerk | Ons ted Desde : on >= 

unchester cc 20 O pe 20 | jen ia eh 1, "ib. t chinbrs, Bridge st, arate Je ux Bore Innkeeper York 

Penton, Giosu a — = _ North rd, Hoxton, | Manchester | Pebe's aD nhepainas 

Cabinet Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 | Paunn, Wiaaam, Bristol, Hwulier Jan 14 at3 Off Reo, 

chinbre, Bristol 


Prov, Cuar.es, Tate oO Trine. Herts, Builder lesbu 
Pet Dec $1 gtd Des ' TT | 


8 
Rick, M. R., herd’s Bush ra, Builder High Court 
Pet Nov 18 Boe Dee at ¥ 


Suxrvie.p, Harry Artuvn, i Seton Leics, Printer Leicos- 
Serene, Penmaes; “Whtee gdns, Brewer High 
MYTHE, FREDERICK, Ecol ‘tie ns, wer 
Court Pet Dee 17 Ord Dec 30 
Srrona, Eovwarp, Rowde, Witte, Beerhouse Keeper Bath 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Dee x 


Tarwam, Evan, Tkoston, Lace Manufacturer Derby 
Yet Dee 15 Ord Dee 29 





oe Stuns PC Tharmatht, Managing Diese af the 
Price, warp 'THoMas, wee Co High Apul 16 OW 


residence unknown, ; 
oa J 
in 12 hers iment vantage — kine Pe ee, Bes Bane, 
CHARDSON, JON Roserr, > 
Fem oer oe aoe | Og 1, New Swindon, Wilts, Boot Sagptise 


house, N Dee 30 
. ®, Avevstiy , 
Scatmnovs, Gaonans Woodstock, Saddler Jun 12 at 19 | Sed a ee — 


wee, Gan aan ‘ilies © Estate), Acock's green, | “Sl a, 


an 13 at ll 2, Colmore row, 





: 
; 
& 
: 
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Frost, Wistsais, Sowbery, Berks, Fruiterer Newbury 
Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

Green, Jous Henny, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer Leeds 
Pet Dec 30 Ord Dee 30 

Haut, Freverick Wii1iiam, Gt Grimsby, Cowkeeper Gt 

Pet Dee 29 Ord Dec 29 

Hirst, Joux James, Castleford, Yorks, Grocer Wakefield 
Pet Dec 30 Ord 30 

Horweit, Wiwiiam, York, Brick Manufacturer York 
Pet Dee 5 Ord Dec 29 

Jones, a Ewarp, Lianidloes, Montgomery, Draper 
Newtown PetDec3 Ord Dec 29 

JoNES, oy yy Mi beg” Mon, Meat Salesman Trede- 
gar Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 29 

5 Se, Fulham rd High Court Pet Augil Ord 

Liwpeicx, Tuomas 7% aaa Glam, Builder Pontypridd 
Pet Dec 19 Ord Dee 

Lyyes, * arbi Cu condor Graceclurch st, Tailor High 
Court Pet Ord Dec 20 


Nov 27 
ae 8 Wiiu1am, Whitby, Yorks, Innkeeper Stockton on 


and Middlesborough Pet Dec 6 Ord Dect 29 


Nicxoiis, Cuarites Avsert, Glengall rd, High rd, 
a Upholsterer Canterbury Pet Dec 29 Ord 

Orrennemer, ADoLpuvs, ee pl, Russell sq, Mer- 
chant Court Pet July3 Ord Dec 29 

Owex, Owss, Eten Owes, and Grirrira Wintiams, Shop 
Tai, istiolus, Anglesey, Grocers Bangor Pet 
Dee 18 Ord Dec 30 

Packwoop, Grorce, hae ww, Lancs, Solicitor’s Clerk 
Manchester Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 

Parxixsos, Tuomas, Halifax, Stock Broker Halifax Pet 


Dee5 Ord Dec 31 
Porrer, Joseru, Wednesbury, Boot Maker Walsall Pet 
Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 


Rees, Jexxry, and Tuomas Rees, Aberavon, 
Builders Neath Pet Nov 29 Ord Dec 30 
RICHTER, H., the Avenue, Bruce grove, Tottenham, Com- 
mission Agent Edmonton Pet Nov 21 Ord Dec 29 
Sivirme, Stewart Srexcer, Halecowen, Worcs, Gun 
—s Manufacturer Stourbridge Pet Oct 20 Ord 
‘ov 10 


Sparen, ort 8, Edith grove, im, Art Dealer High 
Court Pet Dee 23 Ord Dec 36 
Sparks, CHaRLes Frankwiy, ‘Addlestone, Surrey, Grocer 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 29 
Srroxe, Eow am, L pty Wilts, Beerhouse , ee Bath 
Pet Dee 22 Dec 29 


Tvurrse, Joux, Foot Grays, Essex, Grocer Rochester Pet 
Dee 29 Ord Dec 29 
Waters, Joseru James, Lichfield, Grocer Walsall Pet 


Dee 19 

Weuts, Cuartes, Hucknall Torkard, Notts, Collier 
N Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 

Wetts, Coagves Witi1a™, Cheltenham, Licensed Victualler 
Cheltenham Pet Dec6 Ord 


Dec 29 

WesTMORELAND, Mary, Folkestone, Private Hotel Keeper 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 30 

bebe tae Pg Lindfield, Salen, Brighton Pet 


Wirwiams, Caries , a, Mon, Innkeeper, 
3 3 Pet Dec 30 Ord Dee 

Wituans, Joux Hoop, ciines, Watchmaker 

Pem e Dock Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 3 

Woop, Team, Oulton, Suffolk, Steam a i Great 
Yarmouth Pet Dee 30 Ord Dec % 

Stan. Clothier Walsall 


London Gazette—Tvurspay, Jan. 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Baixes, Eow a = 4 Keighley, | ay Provision 
Salesman Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 
Bex, —- a 5 a Bett, Newcastle on ” tyne, Pro- 
= Newenstle on Tyne Pet Jan2 Ord 
jan 3 
Cuiszay, Davip, Kingston upon Thames, Club Proprietor 
Surrey Pet Dec5 Ord Dee 29 
Cocks, Axx, Eowsnp Cocks, and Pair Cocks, Shipton, 
mr Much Wenlock, Salop, late Farmers Shrewsbury 
Pet Dee 19 Ord Dee 31 
Coremax, Hexny Wirsox, and Hezsert Evwanp Core- 
uax, Birmingham, Grocers Pet Jan 3 
Ord Jan 3 
Curvernover, Apzanimu, Wolverton, Bucks, 
mpton Pet Dec 31_ Ord Dec 
Corticy, Atrezp Jaues, Newcastle on Tyne, Tobscconist 
Ni on Tyne Pet Jan2 Ord Janz 
Davi, Swansea, Working Collier 
Pet Dee 31 Ord Dec 31 
Estoes, Fexpericxe Giteert, Dover, Baker 
Pet Dee : 31 


Soe rs 


Davies, 
Canterbury 


Pervereo, Jauzs, Chester «|, Eaton sq, Auctioneer High 
e oe Pet Jani Ord Jan 1 
bet Jan 


Carr, Yorks, Confectioner Dewsbhu 
Fe | ry 
Gourerne, B, & Mary 
Coart 


Jan 2 
Mary's ter, Harrow rd, Edgware rd High 
Pet Jan% Ord Dec 8 
Grasvex, Kouvsp Brourencav, General Post Office, Clerk 
im the Aceountant and Receiver-General’s Office High 
Court Pet Jan%3 Ord Jan 3 
Leeds, Boot Manufacturer Leeds Pet 


Agruce, Farnham, Surrey, 
; Guildford and Godalming Pet Jan 3 Ord 
an 
Hrren, Evax Canenus, Williter st, Commision Agent 
Yourt Pet Novis Ord Jan2 
Iscnny, © ey Victoria st, Civil Engineer High 
Court Pet Deci7 Ord Jan 2 
Pace. dt Peaxx, King William st, Ham Dealer 
High Court Pet Dec 19 Ord Jan 4 
oe “os Fnxoenice Fi Howsas, Droitwich, Baker Worces- 
Pet San rd Jan % 
Buc pln pe, Brattord, Yeast Dealer Bradford 
Pet Jan% Ord Jan4 
Holyhead, 


, Roeser Owes, Anglesey, Fruit 


Bangor Pet Jans Ord Jan4 





Furniture | 








Russet, James, Sutton, Surrey, Builder Croydon Pet 
Dec 13 Ord Dec 31 ‘ 


Wachee Rosert, the yo Diss Heywood. | 
Norfolk, Farmer Grext ; Vemoth Pet Jan 2 0: 


Jan 2 
Wiixrys, WAtrer, New ET Kent, Jobmaster Green- 
wich PetJan2 Ord J 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Aram, Jons, and Jonx Lawsos Aram, Lincoln, Carpet 
— Jan 15 at 12.30 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lin- 
coln 

Baines, Evwarp, Beechcliffe, Kei; gs Yorks, Provision 
Salesman Jan 16 at 3.30 Rec, 31, Manor row, 
Bradford 

Bamper, WititiaAm Bentoy, Gt Grimsby, Painter Jan 14 
at 12 Off Rec, 3, Haven st, Gt ~~ 

Bariow, FREDERICK. No ay, Dealer = 13 at 
12 Off Rec, St Peter’ urch bane Notting! 

a, GEORGE, Scunthorpe, Lincs, Watanabe a Jan 14 

atll O , 3, Haven Grimsby 

Bey, WILLIAM, and Joun Bett, Newcastle on Tyne, Pro- 
vision Jan 17 at 11 Off Rec, Pink lane, 
Newcastle on Tyne 

Brac = Roser, and Joun Downie Aparr, Malton, Yorks, 

Nurserymen Jan 21 at 11.30 George Hotel, Malton 

a Beysamix, Wymondham, en Builder Jan 

t 11 Ree, 8, King st, Norwi 


Suan. Jouy, jun, Wordsley, nr eel , Glass Manu- 
feotarer Jan 14 at 1.45 Thomas Wall, licitor, Stour- 
ri 
Boorman, a Tunbri Wells, a Baker Jan 14 
at 2 "Spencer & Reeves, bridge Wi 


BrockweE.i, ArTuuR BUTLER, rns nah Tutor Jan14 
at 11 Off Rec , 74, Newborough st, Scarborough 

Burpis, Mary Ayn, Newcastle on e, Draper Jan 21 at 
11 Off Rec, Pink lane, New le on Tyne 

Cocxs, Axx, Epwarp Cocks, and Puiiip Cocks, Shipton, 
nr Much Wenlock, Salop, late Farmers Jan 15 at 2 
Off Rec, Shrewsbury 

Corrox, Tuomas, Leicester, Bootdealer Jan 13 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

CrowTHER, CHARLES, Leeds, Plumber Jan I4atl1l Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, 

Curtice, Atrrep James, Newcastle on Tyrc, Tobacconist 
Jan 15 at 2.30 , Pink lane, Newer: astle on Tyne 

EA.peN, FREDERICK GinBERt, Dover, Bakcr Jan 16 at 9.30 
Off Rec, 5, Castle st, Canterbura. 

Epvye, Witt:am Apo.envus, Coombe Hill, nr Chettenham, 
Solicitor Jan 13 at 3.30 County Court bldgs, Chelten- 


ham 

EnNGELHARD, CHARLES WittiAm, Gt St Helen's, Importer of 
Foreign Goods Jan 16 at 1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn 

Farrow, Wituram, Kingston upon Hull, Waggonette 

_ Jan 13 at 11.30 Off Rec, Trinity house ‘Jane, 


H 

FREEMAN, Gacnes Marptes, a oy upon Hull, Li- 
censed Victualler’s Manager 13 at 11 Off Rec, 
Trinity House lane, Hull 

Greenaway, Ricuarp, Catford Hill, Kent, Carpenter 
Jan 13 at 11.30 24, Railway approach, London Bridge 

Hat, Freperick Winiias, Great Grimsby, Cowkeeper 
Jan 14 at 12.30 Off Rec, 3, Haven st, Great Grimsby 

Hispmarsu, WitiiAm Jous, "Hartl , Tailor Jan 15 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sun erland 

Hirst, Jonn James, Castleford, Yorks, Grocer Jan 13 at 
11 Off Rec, Bond terr, Wakefield 

Hotvayp, Tuomas Simmons, Sandringham rd, Dalston, 
aoe Jan 20 at 11 33, te Lincoln’s inn 
elds 

Juxes, Ropert, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Meat Salesman Jan 14 
at12 Off Ree, Merthyr Ty: 

Meek, Witiiam, Great Drifficld, Yorks, Tailor Jan 13 at 
12 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, ull 

Seroee Persvus, Faleon sq, Silk Importer Jan 16 at 12 

Bankruptcy Ding = Port st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Murreni khead, rmondsey, Coal Merchant 
Jan 20 at 12 = rll bldgs, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Nicxouiis, Cuartes Apert, \Glengall rd High rd, Kil- 
burn, Upholsterer Jan}i6 at 10 Off Ree, 5 5, Castle st, 
Cante rbury 

Paxtox, Wiitiam Georce, Barnsley, Boot Maker Jan 16 
at12 Off Rec, 1, Hanson st, Barnsley 

Perry, Tuomas, Birmingham, toon” ‘ten 14 atl 25, 
Colmore row, Le a ey 

Porter, Josern, Wednesbury, Boot Maker Jan 21 at 11 
Off Rec, Walsall 

Rawsox, Warter, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer Jan 13 
at12.30 Off Ree, Trinity _—_ lane, "Hull 

hic HAEDION, Witsam, Mitre chmbrs, Mitre crt Jan 15 at 


11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
SLAVIN, Fraxk aTRICK, Chelyerton rd, Putney, Pugilist 
= 19 at 11.30 24, Railway approach, London 


a OBEPH, Gt Cine, Tailor Jan 14 at 11.30 Off 

tec, 3, Haven st, Gt Grims' 

Sp a... CHARLES oo Addlestone, Surrey, 
Jan 1 13 at 12.40 2, Railway approach, [onan 

ridge 

THRecracs., Wasgen, Begneion , Boot Manufacturer Jan 16 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 1 Henna ot, Ba 

Waver, Eowis Hanvey, Trefrys, Linkinhorne, Cornwall, 
no — or Jan 16 at 2.30 10, Athenwum terrace, 


Plymou 
Waver, Isanesta, Trefrys, Linkinhorne, Cornwall, 
iol Jan 16 at 3 10, Athenwum terrace, Ply- 


mout 
Wat.ens, Josxrn Janus, Lichfield, Grocer Jan 21 at 10.30 
Off Rec, Walsall 
Weis, Cuantes, Hucknall Torkard, Notts, Collier Jan 

pe at 11 Off Rec, & Peter's Church walk, Notting- 


WreTMoneann, Mase, aarp Private Hotel Keeper 


Jan at‘ 
Witssams, , ait, Mon, Builder Jan 


Cloak 
Ws at 12 Off Ree, Council chmbra, Corn st, Newport, 
Woon, Joux, Oulton, Suffolk, Steam Tug Owner Jan 13 








at 2s Lovewell Blake, South Quay, Great Yar- 
mo 
— Arrnvur, Brownhills, Staffs, Clothier Jan 21 at 
Off Rec, Walsall 


’ 
The so amended notice is cabtiinted | that pub- 
ed in de a Gazette of 
JAMES 
of Fp toe gp yh "Cheapside 


ADJUDIGATIONS. 


Boorman, Richarp, Tunb; ie | Wells, Baker Tunbridge 
Wells Pet Nov 28 Ord 

Broviz, Cuartes Burcuert, Ce 1 st, tary 
: blic Companies High Court Pet De 6 ond 
an 3 

Capex, Wituiam, and James Wiiiiam Reperave, 
—_ Surrey, Builders Croydon Pet Nov 3 Ord 

1 


3 
Cuarter, Jostau, Noble st, Poloen sq, Manufacturer's 
tt High Court Pet Dec Ord Jan 1 
ABRAHAM, Wolverton, Bucks, Grocer’s 
orthampton Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 31 
Davies, Davin, Landore, me, Working Collier Swan- 
D: ro Pet Deo it. Ord Deo 31 Hull, Solicitor Ki 
AWBER, JOSEPH, m upon Solicitor Kingston 
upon Hull Pet Nov6é Ord Jan 3 
a a Dover, Baker Canterbury 


Geszecms ag 13 at 3 





CULVERHOUSE, 


Pet 31 

Errincre, Atrrep, Eastbourne, Joiner Eastbourne Pet 
Decl1 Ord Jan1 

Harris, Moszs, oe ae Boot Manufacturer Leeds Pet 
Jan2 Ord Jan 

Macpona, Henry iain King st, Cheapside, Insurance 

t High Court ov 6 Jan 2 

Mason, Wixiiam, City rd, Cabinet Maker High Court 

Dec 29 Ord Jan1 


OrrewELL, Janez, Leicester, Licensed Victualler Leicester 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Jan 3 
Puitrort, Freperick How yam, Droitwich, Baker Wor- 
cester Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 
Prior, CuHarves, late of oo Herts, Builder Aylesbury 
Pet Dee 31 Ord Ji 
Rice, M R, Shepherd’s 1 Bush rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Builder 
High ¢ ‘ourt Pet Nov18 Ord Jan 2 
Ricunoxp, Aurrep, Bradford, Yeast Dealer Bradford 
Pet Jani Ord Jan3 
Roserts, Ropert Owen, Holyhead, 
Dealer Bangor Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 
Russert, James, Sutton, Surrey, Builder Croydon Pet 
Dec 3 Ord Dec 31 
Ssrtu, Ratru, Camberwell Sistem rd, Builder High 
Court Pet Dec15 Ord Jan 2 
Tayitor, Harry, Linton ter, Lampton rd, Howntow, 
House Agent Brentford Pet June 18 Ord Dee 25 
Taytor, Jonxn Davin, Barrow in Furness, Gecheasler 
egar Pet Dec1l Ord Dec 12 
Tuompson, Rorert, the younger, Diss Heywood, Diss, 
Norfolk, Farmer Great Yarmouth Pet Jan 1 Ord 
an 2 
Van meng, Freprrick Jou, late of Approach rd, 
-. yo Cheesemonger High Court Pet Nov 6 


Onl Jan Jan 
WILk1Ns, wa LrER, New Eltham, Kent, Job Master Green- 
wich Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 2 


All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 


by the name of the writer. 


atte >» Fruit 








Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, i 
is requested that application be made direc 
to the Publisher. 


The Subscription to the SoLiciToRs’ JOURNAL 1s 
—Town, 26s. ; with the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 528.. Payment in advances 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub- 
scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 
affice—cloth, head 64,, half law calf, 58. 6a. 


Country, 28s. ; 
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